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THURSDAY, JUNE 25, 1953 


Unrrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND Forestry, 
Washington. D.C. 

The committee met. pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a. m., in room 324, 
Senate Office Building, Senator George D. Aiken (chairman) pre- 
siding. 

Present : Senators Aiken (chairman ae Young, Hi kenlooper, Mundt, 
Schoeppel, Welker, Anderson, and Eastland. 

Also present: Senator Carlson. 

The CuatrMan. The committee will come to order. 

We have before us at this time a b ll, S. 2099, to amend the wheat 
marketing quota provisions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938, as amended, and for other purposes. 


(The bill is as follows:) 


S. 2099. s ( 1 


A BILL To amend the wl tir ta} ! f 4 tural A 


19 


Be it enacted bu the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 


j 
of America in Congress assemlt i, That se n 301 of the Agricultural Ad 
justment Act of 19358, as amended, is amended a oO 

(a) By striking out in paragraph (8) the nguage “during the ter endar 
years in the case of wheat nd during t ilendar ye ! f 
cotton,” and inserting in lieu thereof the langua duri the five calendar 
years”; and by deleting the language “and, in the case of wheat, but n 1 the 
ease of cotton, for trends in yields” 

(b) By striking out in paragraph (18) (A) the lang e “per acre of rn 
or wheat” and inserting in lieu thereof the language “pe e of the commodity” ; 
by inserting in the first sentence immediately after the l: ige “ten calendar 
years” the language “in the case of corn, and five calender years in tl case of 
wheat,” : by inserting in the first sentence immediat ly after ne | ice 
“weather conditions and” the language “in the case of corn, | not in tl se 
of wheat, for’; by striking out in the second sentence guage el nda 
years” and inserting in lieu thereof the language “ten or five calender years, as 
the case may be,” ; and by striking out in the sec sentence the language “ter 
years” and inserting in lieu thereof the language “ten or e years” 

(c) By striking out in paragraph (13) (E) the languag ind wheat, but not 
in the case of cotton or peanuts” and inserting in lieu thereof the language “, but 
not in the case of cotton, wheat, or peanuts”; and striking out the nguage 
“and wheat, and five calender years in the case of tt or peanuts nd insert 
ing in lieu thereof the language “and five calendar years in the case of cotton, 


wheat, or peanuts”. 

Sec. 2. Section 334 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 
is amended as follows: 

(a) By inserting in subsection (a) after the words “The national acreage 
allotment for wheat” the language “, less a reserve of not to exceed one per 
centum thereof for apportionment as provided in this subsection,”. 

(b) By adding at the end of subsection (a) a new sentence to read as follows: 
“The reserve acreage set aside herein for apportionment by the Secretary shall 
be used to make allotments to counties, in addition to the county allotments 
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made under subsection (b) of this section, on the basis of the relative needs 
of counties for additional allotment because of reclamation and other new 
areas coming into the production of wheat during the five calendar years im- 
mediately preceding the calendar year in which the national acreage allotment 
is proclaimed.” 

(c) By striking out in subsections (a) and (b) the word “ten” wherever it 
appears and inserting in lieu thereof the word “five.’ 

(d) By inserting in subsection (b) after the words “The State acreage allot- 
ment for wheat” the language “, less a reserve of not to exceed 3 per centum 
thereof for apportionment as provided in subsection (c) of this section,”. 

(e) By inserting in the first sentence of subsection (c) after the words “on 
the basis of” the language “past acreage of wheat,”. 

(f) By striking out in the second sentence of subsection (c) the words “such 
ounty” and inserting in lieu thereof the words “the State”. 

(gz) By striking out in subsection (d) the figure “1940” and inserting in lieu 
thereof the figure “1950” 

Sec. 3. Section 335 (d) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amend- 
ed, is amended by striking out the words “two hundred” and inserting in lieu 
thereof the figure “400” 

Sec. 4. Public Law 74, Seventy-seventh Congress (55 Stat. 203), as amended, 
Ss amended as follows: 

(a) By striking out in the second sentence of paragraph (2) the language 

shall be 50 per centum of the basic rate of the loan on the commodity for co- 
operators for such marketing year under section 302 of the Act and this resolu- 
tion.” and inserting in lieu thereof the language “on wheat shall be 45 per centum 
of the parity price per bushel of wheat as of May 1 of the calendar year in 
which the crop is harvested.”. 

(b) By striking out in paragraph (7) the word “fifteen” wherever it appears 


therein and inserting in lieu thereof the figure "25", 


Sec. 5. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the national acreage 
allotment for the 1954 crop of wheat shall be not less than sixty-two million 
icres 

Sec. 6. Sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 of this Act shall become effective with respect 
to the 1954 and subsequent crops of wheat. 

The CuatrmMan. We have found ourselves in conflict with a session 
of the Senate this morning, unexpectedly, but we are getting permis 
sion from the floor to continue with this hearing. This hearing is of 
considerable Importance to a lot of people, particularly the wheat 
growers of this country. It appears that with no change at all in 
existing legislation there will be a drastic reduction in wheat acreage 
for the coming year under the law as it is now written. 

[ believe that it is expected that the reduction will be somewhere 
from 78 million down to possibly 55 million, as the law is now. There 
have been a great many requests that the Congress consider softening 
that blow to wheat growers so that it will not all come at once in 1 
year. The House has had legislation before their Committee and I 
believe is taking it up before the full House today. 

The other day Senators Young anc Schoeppel and myself intro- 
duced a bill which we have before us now. As one of those who in- 
troduced the bill, I lay no claims to it being perfection itself. It is 
subject to change if, a fter hearing the test imony, the committee decides 
that it should be changed in any way. 

Senator Anprerson. Will the Secretary testify ? 

The Cuarrman. I do not believe so. 

Senator Anprerson. Who from the policy level of the Department 
will testify ? 

The Cuatrman. I think that Mr. Gordon will testify for the De- 
partment, the Administrator of the PMA. 

Senator Anperson. Is he in position to testify on what the situation 
was last year and what the situation is this year? 
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The Cuarrman. Lhope so. He has some of his assistants with him. 
Undoubtedly they are more familiar with what went on last yea 
But before we hear from Mr. Gordon, I am pleased to note the at- 
tendance here of Senator Frank Carlson, of Kansas, our largest wheat 
State. Senator Carlson has a statement which we will be glad to heat 
at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK CARLSON, UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS 


Senator CARLSON. Mr. Chairman, I hesitate to pose on the time 
of the committee. Ll appreciate very much the op portunity of ap pen al 
ing before the Avcricultur: il Committee in regard to proposed leg 
lation affecting the wheat programs of our Nation. 

Wheat is the key to prosperity in many Kansas communities, and 
these sneeeaNta eae which are dependent upon wheat income will 
vitally affected | NV the outcome of bills pending in this committee. 
I refer specifically to legislation providing for an increase in the 
minimum national wheat acreage allotment for 1954, or increase in 
the carryover that would permit the planting of increased acreage 
above the present authorized minimum and the increase of the wheat 
acreage on individual farms that would not come under the allot 
ment program. 

If we do not change the minimum of the national acreage allot- 
ment for the 1954 crop, the acreage must be based on 55 million acres 
provided under the existing law. 

Supplies oft wheat available for the market ne yeal will total 
1,740,000,000 bushels, if present crop and carryover expectations are 
realized. This would exceed the previous record by about 140 mil- 
lion. 

The United States has never had to manage such large supplies 
be fore. Eve ‘ry effort, of course, must and wil to move as 
much of the surplus wheat out of this country as possible, but the 
immediate problem before Congress and before the wheatgrowers of 
the Nation is the acreage allotment that must be used in setting quotas 
for wheat growers for the coming year. 


} 
ve made 


If we do not secure legislation, the minimum of 55 million acres 
now prescribed in the law would be the governing factor in establish 
ing a national acreage allotment level. In my opinion, this would 
require a reduction in 1 year of 30 percent, which I believe is more 
than should be required of the wheat farmers and I have grave doubts 
that they could accept it. 

As we look back over the wheat picture, I thi = it should be stated 
that ac reage allotments and quoti is should have been set last vear To! 
this year’scrop. A 10 to 15 percent reduc tion in the acreage allotment 
last year by the individual farmer would have prevented the present 
situation. 

[f and when the Secretary of Agriculture proclaims marketing 
quotas for wheat and calls for a referendum vote of the produce: 
the wheat growers are going to be faced with a very difficult situatio 
Either they accept the 30 percent reduction under existing legislation, 
or the price support drop to 50 percent of parity or about $1.20 pe 


bushel. 
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Everyone must realize that farmers cannot produce wheat at $1.20 
per bushel and the natural tendency would be to vote against quotas, 
-despite the fact that they are necessary in the present economy. 

It should be mentioned that many of the smaller producers of wheat, 
with some 15 to 40 acres, would have the same vote as the grower with 
larger acreages in the wheat-producing States. One can readily un- 
derstand how difficult it would be for them to vote for quotas. There- 
fore, | would urge that the committee increase the present 15-acre ex 
a to 25 acres. 

Mr. Chairman, the present surplus of wheat does make a real prob 
lem, not only for the wheat growers, but for the Nation as a whole, 
and yet I remember the time that a burdensome surplus disappeared 
rapidly. 

Peak demands for United States wheat occurred in 1948, 1945, and 
1947. In the war period (1942-45), an average of 425 million bush- 
els of wheat were fed to livestock each year. Since then about 100 
million bushels per year have been used as livestock feed. Wheat pro 
duction expands to meet peak demands. Since then, this one outlet 
has decreased 300 million bushels—equivalent to over one-fourth of an 
annual crop. 

After World War II, the United States exported large quantities 
of wheat exceeding 500 million bushels one vear. This outlet pro 
vided a market to counterbalance the reduced use of wheat as live- 
stock feed. But exports have declined in recent years. Even with 
the subsidy paid under the International Wheat Agreement (about 


$575 1 liol n 4 years ) the United States has exported only about 
200 million bushels this past year. In the meantime, Canada has in- 
creased seillectiiee: Canada must export wheat. Argentina im- 
ported wheat last year for the first time in recent history but has since 
harvested a large crop, and along with Canada is competing strongly 
for the export trade. | , 

The long-time average (about 40 years) annual exports from the 
United States is 180 million bushels. Clearly, United States exports 
must | maintained, or wheat pri ‘ed to compete with other r oralns as 
livestock feed. or some reduction mace it 1 production. It is well to 
remember, however, that the United eaten has always been able to 
use large stocks of wheat accumulated during good crop years to 
food advantage. 


Senator Youne. I would like to ask a question of the Senator. 

The CHatrMAN. Senator Young. 

Senator Young. Our present carryover as of July 1 is expected to 
be about oFd million bushels, is it not ? 

Senator CARLSON. 50 to B75. 

Senator Youne. That would be approximately 300 million bushels 
more than we ought to be carrying, I would think, in our present world 
situation. I wonder if you would agree with my view ¢ 

Senator Cartson. I do agree with it. I well remember when we go 
back a good many years, to 1914, when we were selling wheat at 
60 cents a bushel, we had a very heavy carryover at that time. It was 
just a matter of a year or two when wheat was a rather scarce com- 
modity because of World War I coming on. Those sitentions can 
develop. Ido not think it is excessive. 

Senator Youne. I recall an amendment to an appropriation bill 
which Senator Anderson and myself, among others, opposed, I believe 
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in 1948, which provided that we could not export more wheat \ we 
reached a minimum of 150 million bushels carryover. 

Senator Cartson. I wish to state that I think we should carry fairly 
heavy reserves and we can carry them, and that the adjustment should 
ln my opinion be ba ede ther yn t ( re edi acreag is proposed 1n 
bills before this committee o1 on t] bu ela ul LISO Pre osed, 
I would be willing to abide by the decisions of this committee aiter 
you have had your hearings, and I know you will work out the best 
solution pos ible. 

The CuatrmMan. I notice that you recommended Increasing the ex 
emptic hh for vrowers from LD ! s to YD acres. 7 il would iffect 
about a third of the oTrowel nh youl State i ( oul I } 
program, and leave them without a vote. Do you think there would 
be a tendency on the part of the smaller growe1 your State to 
increase their acreage up to the maximum amount permitted if that 
were done ? 

Senator Cartson. These folks wl yorow 15 acres o1 thereabouts are 
people who usually work their wheat into a rotation of corps. I don’t 
think they would necessarli ‘are to increase It ¢ epl is ll t the r 


crop rotation. 

The Cratrman. I think they represent something like 10 percent 
of your production. 

Senator CARLSON. My thought is that wheat quotas must be voted 
by 6624 percent of the growers. That is a vi ry large percentage. if 
we do not increase this from 15. to 20 or 25 acres, there is voing to be 
some problem in securing quotas this year. 

The Cuairman. In Kansas those with 25 acres represent 8 percent 
rather than 10. North Dakato is even less than that, only about 4 
percent. 

Senator Youna. When I was home about 2 weeks ago I attended a 
county Farm Bureau meeting. The purpose of the meeting was to de- 
termine public opinion on many agricultural issues. At that meeting, 
attended by about 150 farmers, they took a vote on how m ny would 
favor quotas. As I recall there wasn’t a hand raised a 
The problem we have is in borderline States where farmers have 
only small acreage, as in the past those farmers ordinarily didn’t 
approve quotas. Wheat producing to them is a sideline. 

Senator Anperson. Of course raising from 15 to 25 means that the 
cut has to come on the regular wheat producers. It cuts them pretty 
hard. 

Senator Youna. I am not sure whether we should raise it to 25. I 
am thinking more about 25 acres myself. 

Senator Caritson. I mentioned some acreage increase over 15, to 20 
or 25. I think the committee should go into that very thoroughly, 
and I would urge it to do it, because I know what happens when 
you do make that cut. 

Senator Anperson. You cut it right against the regular wheat pro- 
ducers who are doing that for a living. 

The CHarrman. Thank you, Senator Carlson. We will hear from 
the Department on this matter, also from the three major farm 
organizations which have memberships in the Wheat Belt. 

Senator Cartson. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much your 
letting me put this statement in the record. 

The Cnarrman. We are glad to have you with us, Senator. 


ainst quotas. 
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Senator Hicker NLOOPER. Senator Carlson, do you notice any tend- 
ency this year for wheat farmers to increase their acreage this year 
in anticipation of probable acreage allotments for next year? In other 
words, to cet their base up ¢ 

Senator Carison. Of course that is always a problem out in the 
wheat States and it is one thing we try to protect and preserve, and 
that is a good wheat base. I will say very frankly that I think the 
program, whe nm you begin to vote acreage allotments. does have some 
effect on good rotation systems for that very reason. I do not know. 
I have not heard of any tendency any different this year than other 
years. But that is a tendency 

Senator HickenwLoorer. I think that in some fields of agriculture 
this year there is some noticeable tendency in some places to increase 
acreage of crops on the part of certain people in anticipation of there 
being a cut next year and they will have a broader base and not be 
cut so much. 

Senator Cartson. Past history will show that farmers who practiced 
fine rotation systems were penalized when they established a base. 
But it is unfortunate. 

Senator Hicken.oorer. It is pretty well established that when they 
cut corn acreage in the 1930’s that the farmer went out and bought 
hybrid in what was desperation and raised more corn on less acres 
than they had before. Do you think that if we reduce the acreage of 
wheat that it will drive the farmers into the use of nitrogen and 
other fertilizers and that we will in effect produce more wheat ¢ 

Senator Cartson. I am not familiar with the corn areas. We have 
a limited number of counties in Kansas that are in commercial corn 
areas. On the wheat situation I will say that during the last few 
vears, without quotas, acreage allotments, the farmers have been using 
hybrids and vetting increased \ ields, 

Senator Hicken Looper. I understand they have, but many of them 
have not. After all, it is an expensive process. A good many dollars 
an acre go into fertilization and there are many who will say rather 
than hazard X number of dollars per acre, which is very substantial, 
I will just go on and raise wheat on this acreage. But if they have 
their allotment cut, there might be a tendency for them to t: ake the 
chance on fertilizer and actually find out that it will do the business. 

Senator Carson. I think it is fair to state that fertilizer will 
crease \ ields if you have some moisture with it. 

nator YounG. In North Dakota, T think there may be some 
Increase 11 wheat acres this year. I think the reason for it 1s more the 
low price of oats, barley, and rye. The average price of oats in my 
State now is less than 52 cents a bushel. The last quotation I saw of 
rye was $1.07 a bushel. Barley is selling for considerably less than $1 
a bushel, largely because of importations from Canada. Those crops 
are no longer profitable to raise so they have to shift to something else. 
ene Hickentoorrer. I am not making any claims one way or 
another, but I am raising the question that unless acreage is cut very, 
very drastic rally you are apt to end up with an incre: ised enforced use 
of fertilizer and therefore more bushels at the end of the season. 

Senator Cartson. With improved tillage and fertilizers and good 

management, yields can be and have been increased. 
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Senator Munpr. In Senator Carlson’s prepared statement, had he 
given any consideration to the possible impact of this very serious 
drought in the southwestern part of the country to this quota 4 

Senator Cartson. Of course, we in Kansas, the last official estimate 
in Kansas this year is 112 million bushels of wheat. Last vear we 
produced 308. So we have already suffered quite a serious reduction 
this year. Unless we get moisture to build up our subsoil moisture, 
which is one of the determining factors in the yield next year, we, of 
course, will produce another short crop next year. 

Senator Munpr. I notice in the morning papers there are some 
statistics showing a very substantial—I think about a 50 percent— 
decline in the prospective wheat « rop of Texas because of the drought 

The CHarrMan. I think that is true. Apparently the increases 
estimate in the crop comes from the splendid condition in the States 
east of what we think of as the Wheat Belt, and also the increased 
planting in the spring wheat. 

Senator Youne. There is not so much planting in the spring wheat 
area but very favorable conditions. I think the forecast for North 
Dakota this year is around 150 million bushels which is about 50 mil- 
lion bushels over a year ago. 

The CHAIRMAN. I think Ohio, I liana, and Mi I van, which put 
together are heavy producers, have a good crop this vear. 

Senator MunNDr. Do the estimates give recognition to the current 
status of the drought in the Southwest ? 

The CHairman. I understand so. The other day when we were 
considering disposing of 37 million bushels of wheat to Pakistan, the 
BAE came up with an estimate of 92 million bushels in the « rop. 


I 
Senator ANDERSON. You cant give it away as fast as it GTows. 


The (CHAIRMAN. We have competit on 1n ony ne 1t away. 


Senator WELKER. Can we not hi ve inserted In the record at this 


point the amount of our holdover erains that we have now in ste¢ rage ¢ 

The CHAIRMAN. I thir k Mr. Gordon and his assistants who are 
with him have the data in that respect. 

Senator Weiker. As I recall it, Senator Anderson, check me if I 
am wrong— 

The Cuatrman. We will have it the record, Senator Welke1 

Senator Weriker. That million tons, if taken out. you would not 
know it was taken out of the bins. 

Senator Cartson. [ appreciate your kindness, Mr. Chairman 


The Cuarrman. Thank you, Senator Carlson. 
Mr. Howard H. Gordon, Administrator, Prod tio! ind Market- 
ino Administration, is the next witness 


STATEMENTS OF HOWARD H. GORDON, ADMINISTRATOR, PRODUC- 
TION AND MARKETING ADMINISTRATION; LIONEL C. HOLM 
EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT TO THE ADMINISTRATOR, PMA; THOMAS 
B. WALKER, HEAD, PROGRAM ANALYSIS DIVISION, GRAIN 
BRANCH, PMA: AND JOHN C. BAGWELL, HEAD, PRODUCTION AND 
ADJUSTMENT DIVISION, OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR, UNITED 
STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Gorvon. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the con 
mittee. I regret very much that neither the Secretary nor Mr. Day 


l 
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could appear before the committee this morning because of the pre 
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sure of drought-relief problems that they are under at the moment. 
It fell to my lot to Berar the De pace t’s position before the House 


Agriculture Committee sometime back, so they asked me to take the 
asslonment again thie morning. 

In the interest of securing prompt and accurate answers, I should 
like very niuchn to have se ited with me members of ny staff, if I may, 
becau eas vou realize this is | very h igh ly technical prop ) ition and 
you cal { hope, in 5 months, with all the e problems that you have in 
addition, to absorb all of those details. 


I would like to have my executive assistant, Mr. Holm ; Mr. Walker, 
of the erain bran h: al ad Mr. Bag ell, ot the soli itor’s office, here 
with me to take care of those quest ons, if ] may. 

The CHamman. W ll ye i gentlemen come forward ? 

Mr. Gorpvon. I have a prepared statement which in some respects 
s identical to the one I] prese nted to the House Acriculture Commit- 
tee. In other respects it differs somewhat. If I may I should like 


to read that tatement., ] have no object Oh to interruptions at any 


time, 1f you have questions to ask. 

The CHarrMan. Will you proce ed with your statement ‘ ( 

Mr. (GORDON. I Vi l] tart out \ ith aefiniti ons. Psu bs ection (a) of 
section 1 of the bill 

Senator Anperson. I regard this as an analysis of the bill. Can’t 
we have a statement from the Department as to what they think of 
the bill? Thisisan ar alysis of the bill. I read this. 

Mr. Gorpvon. This is more than an analysis of the bill, Senator 
Anderson. It is the Department’s position with respect to the bill. 


Senator Anperson. All right. 

The Carman. Will you proceed ? 

Mr. Gorpon. Subsection (a) of section 1 of the bill would change 
the definition of “national average y ield,” as ap yphied to wheat, to pro- 
vide that such national average yield shall be based on the national 
average yield per acre of wheat during the preceding 5 calendar years 
instead of 10, with adjustments only for abnormal weather condi- 
tions. This change would facilitate the determination of the national 
average vield on a basis which would more realistically reflect the 
current geographic pattern of wheat production. It is not expected 
that the national average yield so determined would be appreciably 
yoyo ae a determination based on a 10 year period. The use 
of a ig ‘iod would eliminate the need for making adjustments 
= aa vield and would be consistent with provisions of the 

bill for apportioning the national acreage allotment among States 
and counties on the basis of a 5- year period. It would also bring 
these determinations for wheat in line with cotton, rice, and peanuts. 

Subsection (b) of section 1 of the bill would change the definition 
of “normal yield” for any county, in the case of wheat, to provide 
that such normal yield be determined on the basis of the average yield 
per acre during the preceding 5 calendar years instead of 10, with ad- 
justments only for abnormal weather condition This change is con- 
sidered necessar y in order to more accurs ately vata the produc tivity 
of the county in relation to current farming operations and to place 
the determination of county noxmnal yields on a comparable basis 
with the determination of the national average yield. As changed, 
the term “normal yield” for any county, in the case of wheat, would 
become uniform with that alre ady established for cotton, pe: nuts, and 
rice. 


eG 


emi 
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Subsection (c) of section 1 of the bill would change the dé ion 
of “normal yield” for any farm, as applied to wheat, to p1 le tha 
such normal vield be determi! 1 on the 1 of the iverag \ eld 
per acre during the preceding 5 cal r ve ead of 10, with 
adjustments only ro! abnorn il weat! conditio 
natio al iverage vield “Al cd the ce rV ] l | ( a order to mol 
accurately refiect the current tate of prod tix v of t » fa1 
relation to current farming operations and to ry] he dete } ’ 
tion of farm normal yield “a compal 
nation of county normal yields. As e| 


for any farn WOTLG } 
wheat, rice, and pear 


and (b) of section 2 of the bill provide f ; : 
portion) ent of l } eage resel f vat ? al 
the national allotment. 


need for il 


the regular ce lit rt rive ts, 

This reserve is ec } rily |} {] Vv ¢ 
farms il re lay at | } ! \ , ‘ ve of ‘ 
ha expa lec pid] ! 

The establishment of ch reserve ld pet t alleviation of 
inequities by administ \ tion. wl 1] has required 
special legislation such as ] L 2(2, Sist ( o 

Subsectio1 ec) of ction 2 of the wwe | ) e the base per od 
for apportioning the national and State acreage lotments amone 
States and counties from 10 irs to 5 vears. ‘J of a 5-year basi 
period would be more rep entative of the geograph » ttern of 
rent wheat prod tion oper: tions The effect o ra year p od 
would be to obtain a more equitable apportiom t of the national al 
lotment consistent with the wheat production pattern established sub 
sequent to the period in whicl bnormal production shifts were 
duced by wartime conditi 

Senator Yor NG. M ( Lirmal 

The CHatmrmMan. Senator Young? 

Senator Youne. May Lask a question or two? Iam not too familia 
with the bill introduced in the House by Congressman Hope. 


Are the conditions thus far read the same as the House ? 

Mr. Gorvon. The same as the House. 

Senator Munpr. Mr. Gordon, when you come to the different pro 
visions, if there are differ nt provisions, would you explain those as 
you go along where they are different from the House, the so-called 
Hope bill. 

The CratrMan. This wording is the same as was introduced in 
the House, but as I understand it, not as it came out of the House. The 
House changed the 5-year period back to 10. 

Mr. Gorpon. I stand corrected. That is true. 

Senator Youna. They changed it back to 10? 

Mr. Gornon. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. All the way through or just as far as the individual 
farms are concerned ? 

Mr. Gorvon. All the way through they changed it back to 10. 
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Mr. Bagwewy. All references to 5 years were changed back to 10. 

The Cuatrman. Can you explain to the committee the reasoning 
back of th: at change? The re asoning for making it 5 years in the first 
place and then changing it back to 10 in the committee ? 

Mr. Gorpon. I think Mr. Holm can come nearer to answering that 
than any of us. 

Mr. Hom. I think to put it very bluntly. Mr. Chairman, the original 
intent was, as we have indicated in our test imony here, that feeling that 
putting it on a 5-year basis would bring the distribution of the national 
acreage allotment within the Nation on a more nearly current basis 
and would more nearly reflect the current pattern of production. 

Senator Anperson. Do you recall why it was put on 10 years in the 
first place, in contradiction to other crops that are on a 5-year basis? 

Mr. Hoim. No, sir, I do not. 

Senator Munpr. You can tell us, can’t you ? 

Senator ANperson. Because wheat production had been pretty high 
for a few vears and they dropped it to 10 in order to change the pie 
cure. 

Is that not correct / 

Mr. Baawetyi. That would sound logieal. 

Senator ANprerson. Where in these proceedings, Mr. hairm: in, W il] 
we get to the question that Senator Carlson raises in his statement ? 

Senator Carlson said, and | agree W ith him thoroughly 


I think it should be stated that average acreage allotments and quotas should 


have been set last year for this year’s crop. <A 10 or 15 percent reduction in the 
icreage allotment last year by the individual farmer would have prevented the 
present situation 


The CuatrmMan. That is not discussed in your statement, is it, Mr. 


(cordon ¢ 


Mr. Gorpon. No, sir 

Senator ANperson. The whole question has to be discussed some 
time as to what we are going to do next year, how we got into trouble 
last year. Itis this very question. I read this statement through and 
thought it was merely an analysis of the bill. It does not recommend 
for or against the bi ll. does it? ; 

Mr. ( rORDON. It doe s 

Senator Anprerson. Where does it recommenc 

Mr. Gorpon. It recommends for these items. 

Senator ANpeRson. That the bill be passed ? 

Mr. Gorpon. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anprerson. That would very substantially liberalize the 
wheat situation. 

The CuatrmMan. Without change, Mr. Gordon ? 

As to the question you raised, it is not covered in Mr. Gordon’s 
statement. It is pertinent. It seems to the Chair that no better time 
to take the matter up can be had than right now while the other 
members of the committee are present. 

Senator Anprrson. Mr. Gordon, the reason I raise this question 
right now is that on the 14th day of May, after discussion had been 
held here in this committee, I sent the Secretary of Agriculture a let 
ter—this is my own copy—which I would like to put in the record at 
this time. 

The CuHarrman. What is the nature of it? 


1? 
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Senator AnpErson. I pointed out that I had been reading the Fed 
eral Register of Tuesday, June 24, 1952, at which time it was decided 
there would not be wheat quotas, Chapter VII of that is the decisio1 


; : ‘ » — 1K 1 ; 
not to establish farm acreage allotments for the 1953 wheat crop. I 
asked: 

Do the records in the Departme t indicate the scope the nvestizath tha 
was required by the law, the personnel employed in it 
] mean who did the lob of de ding that we did not have to ive lif 
the figures obtained by it on which this discretionary tion was t en? Will 
you please tell me where I ca nd ou ibout the inve l ol nal | 
terial is carried now in the files of the Department of A ture h refere! 
to it? 

. ; 

I would like to have that in the record 

The CrrarMan. Without objectio 

( The document referred to nbove ts TOLLO 

MiAy 14 8 
Hon. Ezra T. BENSON 
Nev lary of Agriculture, Wasi ator D. ¢ 

DEAR Mr. SecrETARY: I have been reading page 5635 of e Federal Register 
for Tuesday, June 24, 1952 

In it as chapter VII there is the decision not oO estal harm reage a 
ments for the 1953 wheat crop 

The item quotes section 335 of the act with reference ¢ equire ¢ for 
proclaiming a national marketing quo ind requires Secreta not iter 
than July 15 of each marketing vear to ascel n and m the total supply 
and the normal supply of wheat for such marketit 

It then quotes section 371 (b) of the act author ng the Secretar) f Agricu 
ture to dispense with marketing quotas or acreage a re s when he finds 
certain things to be true, which I need not repeat het 

The item recites that pursuant to section 371 (b n investigation was made 
to determine whether marketing quotas should be pi timed and on the ba 


of that investigation it was found that marketing quotas should not be pi 
claimed for the 1953-54 marketing yea 


Do the records in the Department indicate the scope of that investigation, tl 
personnel employed in it and the figures obtained by i ! h ed etior 
action was taken? Will you please tell me what I find « about 
investigation and what material is carried now in the files of the Department 


Agriculture with reference to it? 
Sincerely yours, 


Senator Anperson. I received on June 12 an answer from True D 
Morse as Acting Secretary, which | would like to have in the record 
at this time. 

The CratrmMan. Do you want to give us the nature of the reply / 

Senator Anprerson. It does not answer my question at all. It tells 
that they did not make a study. I will read it. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURI 
Washingtor 25>, D. C., June 12, 195 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
United States Senate 

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: This is in reply to your letter of May 14 relative to 
the Department's decision not to establish farm acreage allotments for the 19° 
wheat crop 

The records of the Department indicate that prior to issuing the proclamatior 
dispensing with marketing quotas and acreage allotments on the 1953 « 
wheat, the Production and Marketing Administration made a coi hensive 
study of the supplies and requirements of wheat for the 1952-53 and 1953-54 
marketing years. This study indicated that the imposition of marketing quotas 
and acreage allotments would have resulted in a national wheat acreage allot 


rop of 
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ment for 1953 of 65.5 million res which would have been about 6.5 million 
acres be the indicated acreage needed to produce an amount of wheat ade- 
quate | meet estimated domestic and export requirements in 1953-54 and to 
main a relatively large reserve of carryover supplies for meeting unfore 
een e! es. The 72 million acres of wheat determined as needed in 1953 
represt n acreage which is from 3.5 to 5 million acres below the range 
of wheat acreages recommended by State agricultural mobilization committees 
unde e€ 1955 ] duction goals program 
ndicate that at the time the proclamation was issued, exports 
of beit maintained at a relatively high level and that there was 
I i i ‘ ‘ pp ( sufficient large 
‘ ) ‘ i] | iliti 
K ' ( is elsewhere the world 
ment ficu ed in determining the wheat acreage 
) deter! é } a departmenta uy estimates committee 
\ d of i sts f various agencies of the Department whose 
( either production or utilization of heat 
j S t¢ econol n mn hicl i ul 
? ri ro l din the aces \] ne mem ! 
rl ! nd e Office tl Solicite 
‘ ( I spectl i by Vé 
oO! esen € if ] oO « 
he I heat is appre i 
\ 
l 1). Morse. Acting § f j 
I I t t l 1 very serious situation All the 
ib] t mw, cd the (yovernment ™ , 
1 { be | ( LACE up to | thi r last 
( ! i a WV iit um Voing o tac up to thi bhi veal 
Mr. ( t nota f that last vear we had 77 million acres 
} } 
Vi (; ‘ | it hf 
. \ | O \ g \\ ual d 78 million acre 
pi 
\I (y \ About 78 
S Anperson. Did the calculations of the Department not 
show only 54 million acres were needed to be planted ? 


M Cx on. L will have to ask Mr. Walker to answer that. Is that 


Mr. Waker. For 1953? 

Mr. Gorpon. Yes 

Mr. Waker. It was indicated at 72 million. 

Mr. Anprerson. I will produce figures from the Department’s own 
statistics which show that 54 million acres were required. Will you 
produce the figures? You start with domestic consumption, do you 
not, the domestic supply of last year, the consumption of last year? 
The 195 ec consumption figure was 715 million bushels. 
Mr. Waker. Domestic consumption adjusted to normal. 
Senator Anprrson. Plus the export for 1952-53. That is what the 
law requires. Nothing about normal, but 1952-53. 

Mr. Warker. You are still speaking of acreage allotments ? 

Senator Anprerson. I am starting to find out whether you need to 
put on marketing quotas. There is a difference between the two as 
you well recognize. 

Mr. Waker. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. You first have to determine whether you need 
marketing quotas and then you determine the amount of the acreage 
allotment; is that correct ? 


2 domesti 


~ 
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Mr. Waker. That is not correct 


Senator ANpERSonN. What isthe difference? ] Vy it is correct We 
will find out. I have the law with me in ease you t to 

Mr. WALKER. Phe proclamat on oF rket ( 
normal supply. Normal supply is defined unde1 v as the dome 
tic consumption prior to the vear for which 1 ) bh 
determined, plu the exports for the vear fo i 
being determined, plus : reserve, pel 

Senator Anperson. I do 1 heheve you 
I said to you that in calculating the desirabilit irketing 
you used one set of figures. You u 
come to make acreage illotment 

Mr. Waker. That is right 

Senator ANDERSON. Yo ait W 


Mr. Waker. I misunderstood y« 
Senator Anperson. I thought so 
Mr. \W I ER Market oO Ot ! 
Acreage allotments are based upon a different prov on of 
Senator Anperson. That is exactly 1 t | 
Mr. Waker. I beg your pard ! 


Senator AnNpErRson. The dome 


bushels. If any member of ft! ‘ 
he will see what this comes to L} ( l 
wrong? 

Mr. Wacker. That is right. 

Senator Anprerson. Then the expot 

Mr. Warxer. As estimated at that time 

Senator Anprerson. That totals 1,090,000,000 bushels. To that ye 
add in nereent Yu l yree to it é 

Mr. WaLkKer. Yes, sil 

SS tor Anp yn Th | : lion | 

Ne il HicKENLOOPER. S f 

. vi ‘ ox. O red a \ 
lifteen pe reent of LODO OO 00 by shels. Phat l es i i ! 


1,253,000,000 bushels. 
Mr. Wacker. That sounds right. 
Senator Anperson. To that you add 20 percent leeway in establish- 
That adds another 251 million, wl 





hich gives 


ing marketing quotas. ‘T 


vou 1,504,000,000 bushels as your total requirements, Your estimated 
carryover bv the statistics of the Departme! tof Am ic re on J 
1, 1952, is 248 million bushels. The estimated production of 
1.526,000,000 bushels. You would estimate imports of 30 million 
bushels, or a total of 1,604,000,000 bu hels. So that your upply po 
centage was greater than the requirements and marketing quotas wo 


indicate. 

Mr. Wacker. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. When they were indicated you come to t] 
acreage allotment. The normal 10-year adjusted domestic consumy 
tion was 720 million bushels. Do you recall whether that is about 
right ? 

Mr. Waker. That sounds about right. 

Senator ANperson. The export was 415 million bushels, which wa 
exceptionally high because we didn’t export anything like that last 
year. 


39650—53 2 
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Mr. Waker. Please remember that these determinations you are 
making now are based upon 10 preceding years, adjusted for trends. 

Senator Anperson. I realize that. That included 1946, 1947, 1948, 
when we were exporting 500 million bushels, and so forth, of wheat. 
So I say it is abnormally high. I am not questioning the requirement 
to use it. That is 415 million bushels. That makes a total of 1,135 
million bushels. You use a 30 percent carryover factor, do you not ¢ 

Mr. Watxker. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. That is 341 million bushels, or a total of 1,476 
million bushels. That is the total need. From that you subtract the 
carryover indicated as of July 1, 1953, and that was 494 million 
bushels. So the production needed was actually 982 million bushels. 
Are we still together ? 

Mr. Waker. Under the allotment. 

Senator Anpgerson. That is right. Under the allotment. There 
are two ways of figuring now. The law says you shall take out first 
this cal ryover and then it says you shall take out feed and seed wheat. 
If you take out feed and seed wheat that is 170 million bushels, you 
would come down to an allotment of 54 million acres. But leave that 
out for the moment. The national average yield we figured at 15 bil 
lion bushels, and you and I know it is higher than that. That requires 
an acreage allotment of 65 million acres. So that the allotment to 
the farmers of this country would have been 65 million acres if you 
did not follow the law; if you did follow the law and deducted feed 
ind seed wheat the allotment would have come down to 54 million 


acres. We planted 78 million acres, and those 24 million acres pro 
du ed Hol) million bushels of wheat which is about the amount we have 
n excess of good housekeeping requirements, as the Senator from 


North Dakota pointed out. So we are in trouble solely because of fail 
ure to follow the law last year. It that right / 

Mr. Waxuker. I would like to ask a question about the deduction of 
the 170 million for feed and seed. 

Senator Anprerson. I am reading from page 44 of the compilation 
as of January 1, 1953, from the Department of Agriculture, with 
which Mr. Bagwell is very familiar. It says: “The amount of the 
national marketing quota for wheat shall be equal to a normal year’s 
domestic consumption”—that is 720 million bushels—‘and export”— 
that is 415 million bushels—“plus 30 percent thereof”’—that is when 
we added the 340 million bushels—‘less the sum of (1) estimated 
carryover’ —which was 494 million bushels—‘and (2), the estimated 
amount of wheat which shall be used on farms for seed or livestock 
feed during the market year.” 

Senator HickenLoorer. What is that figure / 

Senator ANpeRsON. 170 million bushels. 

Mr. Wavxer. The 170 million that you speak of there, I believe, 
are exempted from marketing quotas as such. 

Senator Anperson. Why? 

Mr. Waker. That is what you were reading, marketing quotas 
provisions. In determining the requirements on the acreage allot- 
ments this is not deducted—— 

Senator ANDERSON. We went all over that just a minute ago. There 
are two sets of figures to be used. We have used the set of figures that 
produces the requirement for marketing quotas. Now, having had 
the marketing quotas established, we now come to the set of figures 
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that you use in making the acreage allotments. In that do you 
have to take off feed and seed? Is that not correct, Mr. ae igwell ? 
Mr. BAGWELL. senator Anderson the national acreag allotment is 


computed in the manner which you have just aia but since the 
passage of Public Law 74, which was in the 77th Congress, we have 
never set a national marketing quota in bushels, because the Congress 
put quotas on what we call the farm marketing excess basis, and the 
national quota is the total production from the acreage allotment. 
Therefore, we regard the provision which you referred to there, se 
tion 559 (b), as having been superseded and cluded it in the con 
pilation only for the reason that the Congress has never repe aled it. 
Public Law 74 says notwithstanding any other provision of the act 
you do it this way. Therefore we have never proclaimed a natio al 
marketing quota in terms of bushels under that provision, which would 
have required us to make these deductions. ‘The reason for that was, 
as you may recall, when the law was first passed, we set the acreage 
allotment in July for the crop that was to be seeded shortly thereafter 
and harvested the followin vy year, but we d d not decide whether to 
have quotas until the crop was almost ready for harvest. 

The CHatrmMan. Mr. Bagwell, did you not know that the alloca 
tions, the goals set last year, vould pre duce an excessively large 
amount of wheat ? 

Mr. BAGWELL. Oh, yes, ] presume SO. 

The CHarrman. Didn’t anyone in the Department know that? 

Mr. Baaweu. Oh, yes. 

Senator Anperson. Regardless of what you are saying here, if you 
had deducted what the law requires here—and I may say that there 
may be a conflict, and that is why I said there are two alternatives— 
if you had followed the law stric tly, I think you woul | come out with 
54 million acres. The goal of the De partment was 77 million acres. 

If you did not take off the feed and seed wheat, the require ment was 
65 million acres, and the voal of the Department was 77 million acres. 
In other words, the Department asked for 12 million acres more than 
it knew it could use, and 12 million acres at 15 bushels to the acre is 
180 million bushels that you got in your surplus that you knew you 
were going to have there. 

Mr. Waker. Senator Anderson, you speak of the productive goal 
established by the Department? 

Senator ANperson. That is right. 

Mr. Waker. It was 72 million acres. 

Senator AnpERsOoN. The 1952 goal? 

Mr. Waker. Excuse me. I thought you were talking about the 
1953 crop. 

Senator ANpDErson. No, = 1952 goal. That is what you used in 
connection with this. The 1952 goal, 77,187.000 acres. 

Mr. Waker. That is ae 

Senator ANpERsoN. The actual 1952 planted was 78,200,000. So I 
am saying to you that 78,200,000 contrasted to 54,100,000 that we were 
going to need under the law, gave us 24,100,000 extra acres of wheat, 
and, applying only the 15 million bushels, which is below what It 
actually is, the actual 1952 was 18.3 bushels. 

We had 24 million acres that we did not need that produced 18 
times 24. That gave you 432 million extra bushels of wheat. If we 
had not had those extra 432 million bushels of wheat the wheat farm- 
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ers of this country would not be facing this drastic cut that Senator 
Carlson mentioned. 

I am not trying to blame you or criticize you for it. Asa result of 
this administrative decision not to have quotas in 1952 for a 1953 crop 
gave us 400 million bushels of wheat that we had not a market for. 


The CHAIRMAN. Was a part cular effort made to avoid wheat quotas 
la t ye 
Mr. BB GWELL. The wheat quota were called ofl under the emer 
gency provisions oi the Act 
‘el ANDI vn. W it emergency Was there that required the 
f 450 million bushels that the farmer could not possibly 
Mr. Baewe.u. I was merely pointing to the authority in the law 
1 he ile ent was 1 the d ket. 
s ute \nperson. That it is. The factual statement is in the 
aockes it L\ that vou made studies and determinations. That is 
| é tiie 1 tin t of Lonculture a letter to see what Was 1n 
record that would indicate reat those determinations were. 
\ vy the re re mtan 1 statement of economl iu tification 
tted in support of the proclamation, including the 
acconipal ho memoranda from the Production and Marketing Ad 
n trat ind the Office of the Solicitor of the Department 


Mr. Bagweiu. That was not published. As you recall, it is not 
required to be } ublished Mn the Federal Register. It is in the docket. 

Senator ANDERSON. That is what I asked for in my letter and the 

' F 

letter from the Department of Agriculture said those things existed 
B tney could have been supp! ed, also. 

Mi BAGWELL. | hey exist. l LW them. 

Senator ANpeRsON. I know they exist. 


Che CHARMAN. I would like for clarification to ask Mr. Bagwell: 
Who dete mect the existence of an emergency which 1ece sitated the 
‘ rproduction of the wheat crop ¢ ; 

Mr. Baawetu. Section 371 (b) under which this action is taken 
requires an investigation, and that— 

CHairMAN. Who determined the emergency ¢ 

Mr. Baawetu. The Secretary. The law requires the Secretary to 


make that determination on the basis of his investigation. 

Phe CHarrMan. You mean the law required him to find an emer- 
Mr. Bacwetn. No, sir: oh, no. 

Senator Munpr. Permits him. 

Mr. Bacwetu. That is right—permits him. Permits him to suspend 
quotas and acreage allotments if, after investigation, he finds there is 
an emergency condition. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Bagwell, that is exactly why I wrote the 
Department. I wanted to know who made the investigation. Do you 
happen to know? 

Mr. Baewetu. I do not know who made it. 

Senator AnDerson. It would come out with exactly the figures that 
I have used. Every figure I have is taken from the Department of 
Agriculture’s statistics that were available at that time. 

Those figures indicated we needed 54 million acres. and on the basis 
of that, the Department proclaimed a goal of 77 million acres. The 
reason I am interested in this—I have been interested in it for a long 
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time, but the Senator from Kansas, the distir 
son, in his statement this morning, said that 1 
and quotas should have been set last year for this year’s crop. 

I have tried to supply the figures that prove the correctness of that 
statement, 


1) 
| 


The CHarMan. Senator Anderson, Mr. Walker and Mr. Bagwell 
were keymen in this grain branch last vear. I suggest that we ask 
them if they made the investigation which resulted in the finding of 


an emergency, or had any part in it. 
Mr. Baawetu. I am in the Solicitor’s office. 
Mr. Wa.KeR. I assisted in the studies and the investigation. 
The CHatrmMan. You found there was an emergency / 


Mr. Warxer. The work that was done in conducting the studies to 
determine what the situation was, as I re all, indieated that for some 
2 or 3 vears we were going down on. our reserve supplies In fact 
at the time the docket was submitted an estimate was made at that 
time that the carryover of wheat on July 1, 1952, would be 248 million 


bushels. 

It turned out to be 256 million. 

The CHarmmMan. What was that figure? 

Mr. Wacker. 256 million bushel 

Senator ANprrson. The carryover was how much? 

Mr. Watrxer. It was estimated at 248 million bushels, but it a: tually 
turned out to be 256 million. I believe that is a correct figure. 

The CHarrmMan. Who asked you to make the investigation ? 

Mr. Waker. The Secretary. 

The Cramman. The Secretary himself asked you to make it? 

Mr. Wacker. The Secretary 

The CHartrmMan. It did not go through channels? 

Mr. Waker. Those are all decisions to be made by the Secretarv of 
Agriculture. 

The Cuarrman. He asked you himself? 

Mr. Waker. Well, I do not— 

Mr. Gorpon. Did he ask you through channels or not? 

Mr. Warxer. Through channels, certainly. 

The CHarrmMan. What were the channels? 

Mr. Waker. It goes down through the PMA Administrator, to the 
grain branch. 

The CuatrrmMan. Who is director of the grain branch ? 

Mr. Waker. Mr. Watson. 

The CHarrmMan. Mr. Watson? 

Mr. Waker. He wasthe director. He no longer is. 

The CHatrrMan. Whois the PMA Administrator ? 

Mr. Warxer. At that time? 

The CHarrMan. Yes. 

Mr. Waker. Mr. Gus Geissler. 

The CHatrman. Who was the Secretary? 

Mr. Waker. Mr. Brannan. 

The CuHatrMan. That is all. 

Senator Youna. May I ask a question ? 

The CuarrmMan. Senator Anderson has a question. Will it inter- 
fere with your continuity ? 

Senator Anperson. No. I want to find out if you are taking the 
figures into consideration when you contemplate what is going to come 
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on in 1953. As I understand, you are about to testify in behalf of 
legislation that will gre: atly increase the amount of wheat we are going 
to have this year over what the law requires. I would like to go into 
those figures. 

Mr. Gorpvon. Let’s hold the decision on that until we get to the last 
page of my testimony, if you do not mind, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Young? 

Senator Youna. I want to make this observation, and ask a question. 
It is true that the wheat farmers of the Nation would have been better 
off now had we had a reduction in the wheat acreage last year. 

I am wondering, however, what would have happened if we had 
found ourselves with a poor crop year, less wheat, and a spread of the 
Korean war which was possib le then and is possible now. What would 
our situation be ? 

Mr. Wacker. That was a further statement that I wanted to make, 
Senator. At the time these studies were made on the wheat situation, 
we were in open warfare in Korea. 

The Cuairman. Police action, officially. 

Mr. Wacker. Excuse me. 

The Carman. I think open warfare has been definitely, fre 
quently, and decisively denied. 

Mr. Waker. We were in hostilities. The whole international sit- 
uation was such that the Secretary himself, in making his decision 
not to have the acreage allotments on the 1953 crop of wheat, took 
into account the possibility that this international situation might 
break open and there was a need for building up reserve supplies. 

Rem« mber, those reserves had declined to two hundred and fifty-odd 
million bushels. Because of the international situation, and because 
of his responsibility under the emergency provisions of section 371 (b), 
t was the Secretary’s decision, and he made it himself, that no acreage 
allotments or marketing quotas would be proclaimed on the 1953 crop, 
even though we were in a marketing quota position. 

The Cuairman. Mr. Walker, were we in any less emergency than we 
were the vear before / Last year ¢ 

Mr. Warker. I would not say that we were. 

The CHarrMan. Are we in a less emergency now than we were last 
vear ¢ 

Mr. Warker. We have huge supplies of wheat. I do not believe 
we could say we have any national emergency with respect to wheat 
under any consideration. 

The Cuarman. The world situation, as you see it, is it such as to 
warrant any ¢ h: inge from the action we took last year ¢ 

Mr. Warker. In my opinion, it was a mistake to have called of 


acreage allotments in 1951. If we had gone through with acreage 
allotments, as Senator Ande1 son said, as provided by law, we would 
not have had this situation as it is now. But allotments were called 
off. 


Senator Anprerson. I could not agree with you more. The only 
thing that I am try ing to get to 1s we are not roln’ TO help it hy now 
plunging the farmer ito more trouble because the presence of hun 
dreds of millions of bushels of wheat overhanging the market cannot 
do anything but cause trouble for the American farmer in my opinion. 

So I want to go to 1953. I have here a publication called the 
Wheat Situation, BAE—Bureau of Agricultural Economics—report 
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for June 1953, which is marked for release June 25, a.m. That is 
today. So this is the latest that you can possibly have, is it not 4 

Mr. Waker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. The normal supply as given in this publication, 
I am trying to figure now the need for marketing quotas, is 670 millon 
bushels. You must have a copy of this probably with you. 

Mr. Waker. Not with me. 

Senator ANperson. It is all here, 670 million bushels for 1953, 
The exports are listed in this publication for 1953-54 as 315 million 
bushels. That makes 985 million bushels plus 15 percent carryover 
allowance; 148 million bushels, or 1,133.000.000 bushels. 

Mr. Waker. For normal supplies. 

Senator Anperson. That is right. Plus 20 percent for housekeep 
ing, 227 million bushels, makes a total of 1,860,000,000 bushels that we 
may need. The supply picture is, carryover estimated July 1, 1953, 
580 million bushels. 

Mr. Waker. That is right. 

Senator AnpersoNn. Plus production in 1953, now estimated at 
1.132.000,000 bushels. 

Mr. Waker. That is right. 

Senator ANperson. Plus imports of 5 million. The only way you 
can get that is because you have a total figure of supply of 1,117,000,000 
bushels. Ora total supply of 1.717.000,000 bushels. 

That is the figure you carry that is 1.717,000.000 bushels so you know 


that if the total supply is 1.717,000,000 bushels, and the need is 1.516, 
OOO 000, that we will have to have acreage allotments. rh if would 


dispose of that question would it not ¢ 


Mr. WALKER. Yes, sir. 


Senator AnpeRsOoN. The 10-year average consumption is 715 million 
bushels. Plus the average of LO years on eXpol ts, 560 million bushels. 
That makes a total of 1,.075,000,000 bushels. Is that right / 

Mr. Wacker. That is right. 

Senator ANperson. Thirty percent of that is 325,000,000 bushels. 


Mr. Warker. Acreage allotment provisions call for that. 

Senator Anprerson. Less the carryover of 732 million bushels est 
mated for July 1.1954. Right? 

Mr. Warker. 1 am with you, but 1 do not quite agree with that 
carryover figure. 

Senator Anperson. Take the figure that you have given here of 
1.717.000,000 bushels and subtract from it all you expe 
you expect to export, carrying these items, and it comes out to 732. 

Mr. WALKER. Could I call youl attention to the fact that t » O40 
is for the 1952 

Senator ANpERSON. Does wheat consump vary mucl this 
country ¢ 

Mr. Wal KER, Keed fliiety ates upa d dow} 

Senator ANpeRson. If vou t ike a 20 year average, would it not move 
along on a line pretty near as straight as you can make it. 

Mr. WauKer. About 700 million. 

Senator AnpERSON. That would not worry me a great deal. Six 
hundred and seventy was the figure. It may be this year. It has been 
staying at around that figure. So that actual production needed is 
666 million bushels. 

Mr. Waker. You are not far off. 
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senator ANDERSON. The average \ eld being 15 bushels to the acre, 
the average acreage rrgecics is 44 OR. acres. Is that what we 
would have to allot, 44 million acres? I think, Mr. Chairman, that 
is what we need to bear in mind. When thes start talking about 
ullotting 65 million acres, as this report may do—— 

Senator MunpT. Sixty two million. 

Sena .\NDERSON. As against 44 million, you are only asking to 
take another 20 million acres and add 300 million more bushels to 
the carryover, thereby trying to sink the farmer deeper and deeper 


ro Lit 

Phe CuairnMaAN. Senator Mundt ? 
Senator Munpr. The international situation being what it is 
wouldn’t that give some justification for planting more wheat than 


if we were al peace or Lh normal col ditior 1S ¢ 
Senator ANDERSON, oe a ae ‘ept I would say it was that interna- 
» Department off last year, and got them 


tional situation that vot ‘} 
oa prod tion of 60 mill ion bushels. 

Phe CuarmMaNn, I think we have to consider a world surplus, too, 
it the present time, as well as a domestic surplus. 

Senator ANprerson. In addition to that, Mr. Gordon, the actual 
iverage |} oduction from 1941 to 1950 has been 17.2 bushels per acre. 
Last year it was 15. 53 bushels per acre. 

So 1f you aly ided this requires | 666 million bus hels by the 17 million 
figure, you would come to less than 40 million acres of ‘wheat required. 
hat rioht or wrong é 


Mr. Wavxer. I believe you must be using yields on a harvested 


Senator ANDERSON. Yes. 

Mr. Wavker. I have here figures which indicate that for the 5-year 
period 1948-52, average yield is 14.6 on a planted basis. The 10-year 
is 15.4 

Senator ANpErson. I am sure your own publication shows it is 17.2. 
However, that can be supplied later on. I can bring you the wheat 
situation, your own, and your r agri ultural statistics book from which 
[I have take 1. the figure of 17.2 

Mr. WatKer. That is correct. But they have two published figures. 
One is on a harvested basis and the other yield is on a planted basis. 

Since your allotment would be based on seeded acreage of wheat, 
you would have to use the yield based upon the planted acreage. I 
believe you have the harvested yields. 

Senator Munpr. What would you get if you divide by 14? 

Senator Anperson. 44 million acres—44.4 million acres. If you 
take this section of the law that Mr. Bagwell talked about a minute 
ago, they Say feed will be about 115 million bushels and seed 90 mil- 
lion bushels. Subtract that. That is 66 million. You would come 
out way, way down to 35 million bushels of wheat as all we would 
actually require. 

Senator Youna. If you keep on figuring, Senator Anderson, we 
won't im ave to plant any wheat at all next year. 

Senator ANprerson. Let me say that what he said is just about right, 
that + you are going to carry over 750 million bushels of wheat and you 
will only use about 670 million bushe ls of wheat in the country. 

We have export requirements, but bear in mind that we wrote this 
law a long time ago, and we have brought it up to date and amended it. 


~~ 


WHEAT MARKETING QUOTAS AND ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS 21 


This is what is required. While I would never, Senator Young, 
recommend a quota of 44 million acres, while I would never recommend 
going below the 55 million acres carried in the present law, I am merely 
trying to point out that the minimum set by the present law is going 
to add 10 milion acres of wheat more than we need to produce what 
we actually require for domest ic and for export. 

Senator Youna. If we actually get down to 44 million acres we 
would probably have $5 or $4 wheat again. That would be good for 
the farmers and they would make more money out of that than with 
the production at the present time. 

Senator ANperson. Of course, they would make more money out 
of 44 million acres than out of 70 million acres. 

What I am trying to do is to get down to a realistic ficure so that 
the farmer will make money out of his wheat. There is only one 
reason in the world why a tobacco allotment is so valuable in the to 
bacco country, and that is that if they do control it and get it up to 
where a man gets rich by just a small strip of tobaceo, he can say, “J 
have a te nth of an acre allotment, that is pretty good. 

The CHarrMan. What you are pointing out, the inference I get from 
that. Senator Anderson. is that if the obvio ntent of the Congress 
had been followed last year, that we would not be in this predicament 
now. 

Senator ANpERSON. I have been trying to say that you have to face 
up to these things some time. I think that last vear we got some mil 
lions of acres ot W heat more th in wel eecled. i! cd that proc cing even 


15 bushels per acre that gave us the 300 million bushels extra. 

If we had those 300 million bushels out of the present supply situa- 
tion we would not have to be putt ng 1 quota mavoe t vear, and 
the farmer would not be marketing wheat at mighty good prices. | 
don’t mind the wheat farmer getting good prices, but the American 
consumer Is not any better off by dre pp rcdown to 44 milli D1 
because he wees pays as the Senator from North Dakota said, $3 or S4 
a bushel for his wheat. 

pasa sk eget er to let the farmer | oy llotment 
of 55 million acres, and maybe some more, than to come down to 44 
million acres. 

Senator Youna. Senator Byrd told me awhile back that if the apple 
producers produced 120 million boxes of apples a year the all lose 


money. If they produce 100 million boxes they all make money. 

Senator ANpgrRson. And the same thing applies to wheat as the Sen 
ator from North Dakota so well knows. Iam saying, Mr. Chairman, 
that I thought these figures ought to be brought out early so that we 
can get Mr. Gordon’s recommendations on each one of the things in 
this bill. 

I think this bill will result in a substantially increased wheat acreage 
I think when you raise this minimum from 15 to 25 vou put a larger 
and larger proportion of the program W here it is not subject to control, 
and then you have to come in sometime later and whack the very 
heart out of the regular wheat producer in States like North Dakota 
and Oklahoma and Kansas. 

I want to take an awfully good look at that before I do that 

The CHarrMan. There have been some people from those States 
who have felt about as you seem to, Senator Anderson. Some of them 
I understand will appear before the committee tomorrow to make 
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their apprehensions known to the committee. That is as I understand 
it. 1 donot know what they are going to say. 

They are representatives from some of the wheat States who have 
asked to appear. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Gordon, I appreciate your tolerance in 
letting me go ahead. 

Mr. Gorvon. I am glad to have you bring that out. To be specific, 
Senator Anderson, as to what we do and do not recommend, I want 
to say that the Department recommends without reservation these 
items which I have just covered and am about to cover, down to 
marketing quotas on page 4. 

Senator Youne. Mr. Chairman, I think it would be helpful if he 
would tell us the ditference between the House bill and the Senate bill 
and your own recommendations as you go along. 

Mr. Gorpon. We made these same recommendations to the House 
committee. They appeared in the original bill, but these particular 
items were changed back to the 10- year b: asis. 

The Cuamman. Was that change made as you understand it because 
| or 2 States thought there would be particular advantages in changing 
back ¢ 

Mr. Gorpon. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMAN. W ill you proceed ? ¢ 

Mr. Gorpvon. Subsections (d) and (f) of section 2 of the bill would 
place the acreage reserve for new wheat farms on a State basis. age 
existing wheat legislation, the reserve for new farms is fixed at not 
toexceed 3 percent of the county allotment. 

On the basis of past experience, the Department has found that such 
county reserve is inadequate in many of the counties where the total 
acreage seeded to wheat is rel itively small, and it is believed that a 
State reserve would permit more flexibility and result in fairer and 
more equitable new farm allotments. 

Enactment of the bill would result in new farm-reserve nega a 
State basis for all the basic commodities except tobacco and peanuts, 
which are on a national basis, and corn for which there are no pro 
visions for new farms. 

Senator Munpr. Why should tobacco and peanuts be on a different 
basis ? 

Mr. Gorpon. What we are trying to say is that they all ought to be 
on the same basis. 

The CHarrMan. This would put wheat on the same basis. They are 
not included in this bill, Senator Mundt. 

Senator Munpr. I thought they would still be on a different basis 
from tobacco and peanuts / 

Mr. Gorvon. No. This would bring them—— 

Senator ANpreRson. No, it would not. The Senator is right. 

Mr. Hoi. Senator, you asked specifically why peanuts and tobacco 
were a nations! basis. I think for the same basic reason that the 
recommendation is made here to move it from a county to State, in 
order to provide a greater flexibility and in order to spread the burden 
to whatever extent it may be of new acreage allotments on a more 
equitable basis over the entire group of old producers. 

Senator Munpr. The reason you do not put wheat on the same basis, 
I presume, is that wheat can be raised any place, whereas tobacco and 
peanuts can just be raised in certain geographical areas. 
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Mr. Hoio. They are more restricted in their area of production, 
yes. 

Mr. WALKER. Generally, where you need a new farm allotment the 
most, your county allotments are small. Three percent of a small 
county allotment does not help out any new producers that should be 
producing wheat. 

Therefore, if you move this reserve to State level, the State would 
be in position to allocate to the small county more than 3 percent of its 
own allotments for new farms. 


Senator Munpr. That allocation is done by your PMA committee? 
Mr. Wacker. That is right. 
Senator ScHorpre.. That would protect your historical wheat acre 


age areas as the State or the county units in that State were deter 
mined? Would it not? 

Mr. Waker. That is correct. 

Senator YOUNG. And it would he Ip: vou take care of some other odd 
situations. For example, in my own State we are taking now about 
150,000 acres of productive |: ind as a result of Garrison Reservoir. If 
you leave it too much on a county basis some counties would be in good 
she ape where: as others wouk | hi ive serious proble ms, If you put it on 
a State-wide basis that would help take care of it. 

Mr. WALKER. Were these farmers to move out to other areas and the 
farm does not have a history, he could make application for a new farm 
allotment. They are wheat producers and should get it. 

Senator Munpr. Would that enable the PMA committee to prevent 
the thing that happens in South Dakota once in a while where some 
rich Southerner comes up there, not from New Mexico, but Texas, and 
takes a lot of our land that should be left to pasture, and takes a one 
shot wheat ¢ rop to try to mé ake a killing. 

Would you be able to control that and stop th: 


Mr. Warxker. There would be no history on th farm? 
Senator Munpr. No history on wheat. 
Mr. Wacker. They would be able to control it here. You are talk 


ing about the suitcase farmer / 

Senator Munpr. That is right. They Spo | the whole co intryside. 
They would take bluegrass land and kill 

Mr. WALKER. | think they would hesitate to give a man like that 
any new crop allotment. 

Mr. Hoim. Most of that has taken place during the period w 
acreage allotments were not in effect. To that extent this would have 
no bearing. 

Senator Munpr. They could continue, then / 


hen 


Senator Anperson. Not while allotments are on. They could do 
that while there were no allotments. 
Senator Munptr. When you say history, maybe there is a history. 


They have done it maybe once in 10 years. 

Would that give them a history / 

Mr. Waker. They have to have a history for the last 3 years. 

Senator Munpr. Year after year? 

Mr. Waker. Any one of the last 3 years. He would be considered 
eligible for allotment on that acreage. 

Senator Easttanp. You mean 1 year in 3? 

Mr. Watker. To be classed as an old farm, that is correct. 
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Mr. Gorvon. To answer your question specifically, Senator Young, 
the suggestions made up to this particular paragraph which I have 
just read, were not adopted by the House committee, but this section 
was, and the succeeding sections here that I will read now. 

Subsection (e) of section 2 of the bill would add “the past acreage 
of wheat” as an additional factor to be considered in establishing 
farm wheat allotments. In the administration of previous programs 
the “past acreage of wheat” has been used to reflect the factors of 
tillable acres, crop-rotation practices, type of soil, and topography 
specified in the act for establishing farm acreage allotments. 

However, it is considered desirable that “past acreage of wheat” 
be given specific recognition in the act, which would be comparable to 
the corresponding provisions applying to tobacco, rice, and peanuts. 
That was used in the House report. 

Subsection (g) of section 2 of the bill would limit the protection 
of the so-called “Barden” amendment to owners of wheat farms 
acquired in 1950 or thereafter by the United States for national 
defense purposes. 

As originally enacted on February 6, 1942, the provision extended 
protection to owners of wheat farms so acquired in 1940 or thereafter. 
The Department feels that owners whose farms were acquired by the 
Federal Government during the 10-year period, 1940 through 1949, 
have either received the benefits of the Barden amendment as origi- 
nally enacted or have been able to build up sufficient wheat -producing 
history during such period so as to assure themselves of fair and equi- 
table treatment when acreage allotments are in effect 

Also, the administration of the provision as originally enacted 
would be exceedingly difficult because of the lack of adequate records 
of farming operations on individual farms for the years prior to 1950. 
That was also included in the House report. 


MARKETING QUOTAS 


Section 3 of the bill would change the farm bushelage exemption 
from marketing quotas from 200 bushels to 400 bushels. The effect 
of the chat ve W ould make the bushelage exemption comparable to the 
acreage exemption contained in section 4 (b) of the bill. 

Senator ANDERSON. Does the Department endorse that ? 

Mr. Gorpon. Before the House we took no position in the matter. 
We tried to present the pros and cons of the situation so as to give as 
clear a picture as pe ssible for the committee to consider it. 

Senator Anprerson. Does it endorse this now ? 

Mr. Gorvon. In this particular one we do say in conclusion, that 
we believe the freeing of a larger group from marketing-quota penal- 
ties and the resulting decrease in administrative problems make this a 
desirable change. 

Senator Youne. Would you say it should be at 20 acres or 25? 

Senator AnpErsoNn. I am dealing with the 200 and 400 bushels. 

Mr. Gorvon. In this particular one, we are dealing with the 200 and 
400 bushels which ties into the 25. Before we get to that recom- 
mendation, I think we had better see the reasoning back of it. 

Section 4 (b) of the bill would change the farm-acreage exemption 
from marketing quotas from 15 acres to 25 acres. A great majority 
of farmers growing 25 acres or less of wheat are following crop-rota- 
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tion systems involving the use of wheat as a nurse crop in the seeding 
of legumes and grasses. 

The quantity of wheat represented by such producers is relatively 
small. Therefore, exempting these small producers from marketing 
quotas would have no significant effect on the total quantity of wheat 
produced for market, and would permit them to continue their normal 
cropping operations without being subjected to marketing penalties. 

The CHAIRMAN, How would it affect the price these smal] orowers 
would receive for the wheat? Do you have an estimate on that? 
Would they be eligible for price supports ¢ 


Mr. Hou. There will be acreage allotments issued to all of them 
regardless of whether t hey are above or below the 25 acres. They will. 


to the extent that they comply with those acreage allotments, be eligible 
for price support. 

The CHatrMAn. Does that mean that a grower who had been rais- 
ing 15 acres might be cut to 11 or 12? 

Mr. Horm. He would take his proportionate share and his acreage 
allotment would represent his proportionate share of the cut. 

Senator Youne. If he did not comply he would not be under any 
penalty ¢ 

Mr. Hotm. He would not be under penalty nor would he be eligible 
for price support. 

The CHairMan. Do you know to what extent these small growers 
of 10 or 15 acres avail themselves of the price-support program today ? 6 

Mr. Warker. In the Wheat Belt where you find small producers, 
you will find the participation in the price-support program is much 
higher there than it is in the soft red clea) area. Take Illinois, 
Indiana, Ohio, North Carolina, Virginia, all of this area through the 
Kast, the participation in price-support programs is very low for all 
farmers, let alone the small producers, 

For instance, in North Carolina it is very seldom that they ever have 
more than 5 percent of the production come under price support. 

Even in the State of Missouri they do not have over 5, 6, or 7 percent 
of their production that comes under price support. 

Senator Yor NG, If the oY produced over 25 acres and did not com- 
ply, they would be ig penalty ? 

Mr. Houm. Yes, si 

Senator Youne. > that right? 

Mr. Gorpon. That is correct. 

The CHarrMan. Senator Eastland ? 

Senator EastLAnp. Can a farmer in a noncommercial wheat area, 
who has of course no acreage allotment, can he grow wheat for con- 
sumption on the farm and for livestock feed ? 

Mr. Waker. The answer to that question is, certainly he can grow 
wheat for consumption on the farm. 

Senator Easrnanp. And feed his stock? 

Mr. Waker. But if he should plant more than the minimum acre- 
age he would be subject to marketing quotas, if you have them. 

Senator Anperson. The point is if he produced it for his own stock 
he does not give a hoot for marketing quotas. 

Mr. Waker. Feeding wheat is the same as marketing wheat under 
the law. 

Senator ANDERSON. You mean that farmer cannot feed wheat to the 
animals on his own place without asking for a quota? 
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Mr. Warxer. No, we do not mean that. Up to this 25-acre mini- 
mum we are talking about, he can do anything he wants to with the 
wheat. If he plants more than that and does not have an allotment to 
cover the acreage he would be subject to marketing penalties. 

Senator ANDERSON. But since he does not market what does he care 
if they put 5,000 pen: alties on him’ Why does he care? He is not 
selling a bushel of it. 

Mr. Bagweti. The law defines “market” to include feeding. 

Senator Anprerson. I know. Are you trying to tell me now that 
under the law if a man produces some bushels of wheat to feed to his 
own chickens that you have a right to go in there and penalize him 
because he is feeding wheat to his chickens? 

Mr. Baeweuu. Unless he stays within the 15-acre minimum. If he 
has no allotment or a small allotment and plants more than 15 acres 


the law compels us to go after him for the penalty. The reason for 
this is that a large percentage I do not know what it is. 15 percent, 
perl ips—is norm ally fed on the farm. The law intended to catch that 


as well as the 85 that goes Into mar ket channels. For that reason the 
law defines “market” to include feeding on the farm. 

Senator Anperson. What penalty would you put on this man, now 
that you have a penalty on him? 

You can say that he cannot sell it for so much. You cannot vet the 
money out of him, can you, for feeding his own wheat to his own 
inimals ¢ 

Mr. Bagwewi. If he exceeds 15 acres, which is the maximum exemp 
tion. and he has no allotment, then his excess acreage 1s the total 
iwreage that he planted, and the penalty is the rate multiphed by the 
normal vield of sucl 
Senator ANDERSON. How do you vet to the penalty when he sells 


his wheat / How do you get to the 


» acreage, 


his wheat or he does not sell 
penalty 

Mr. Bagweti. The law says that until the penalty on the excess is 
paid or the excess is stored, or in the very unusual situation, as the 
law provides until he donates it to the Secretary of Agriculture, then 
every bushel marketed from the farm would be subject to the penalty. 

Senator ANDERSON. ( sg wheat / 

Mr. Bagwetu. Yes, s 

Senator ANDERSON. But he does not market wheat. That is what 
I am trying to tell you. You have no enforcement whatsoever. 

Mr. Gorpon. You are saying it becomes very academic. 

Senator ANpERsoN. Of course it is. 

Senator Scuoepret. In other words, there is no punitive element in 
this, SO that a man coule | 70 out and be penalized and fore ‘ed to pay a 
sum of money to somebody, or completely take it out of production, 
to be used for feed or for some other use on the farm. 

Mr. Bagweti. He would be obligated to pay the Government the 
penalty on his excess. And of course he could be sued for it. 

Senator Munpr. Pay the Government what ? 

Senator Scnorrret. Now I am interested. 

The CHarrman. Would this great shift in livestock production 
which is taking place in the country, does it mean that the livestock 
producers who move from the Southwest part of the country to the 
Southeast part of the country would be permitted to raise grain to 
feed their own livestock without paying a large penalty under it? 


/ 
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Would it prevent them moving them at all if they cannot raise feed / 

Mr. Bacwe.i. They would be in the same situation as wheat farm- 
ers in Kansas or in North Dakota. You must plant within the 15 
acre exemption, or the allotment, if larger. 

Senator Easttanp. A wheat farmer in North Dakota is in & com 
mercial area to get a price support. 

Senator Youne. There is no commercial area. 

The Cuarrman. Commercial growers. 

Mr. Gorpon. You are thinking of corn. 

Senator Easrianp. That is right. Suppose there is a farm in the 


Southeast that has an acreage allotment of 100 acres of cotton. He 
a also has cattle. He wants to raise, to feed his cattle, 100 acres of 


wheat. He plants 100 acres of wheat. Under the law that 100-acre 
cotton allotment is allotted acreage for that farm. When he plants 
100 acres of wheat, wouldn’t that be deducted from his cotton acreage ¢ 
” Mr. Bagwetu. As you recall, Senator, the cotton allotment is estab 
lished on the basis of cropland and certain acreages are deducted be 
fore you determine what his cropland is for allotment purposes. 

Wheat is one of them. 

Senator EASTLAND. That hundred acres of wheat would be the pen 
alty. It would be deducted from the cotton acreage allotment of the 
farm. 

Senator ANDERSON. | hope you do not vet that into the record and 
let it stand unchallenged. 

Senator EAsrianp. Is it? That is a questiol I asked. I am not 
making a statement. I want information. 

Senator Anperson. I had 1,500 turkeys put in to keep down grass- 
hoppers on my place. I planted wheat which I am going to feed to 
those turkeys. Tell me how you are going to put penalties on me 
when I market those turkeys. Tell me the provision of the law you 
are going to use. 

Mr. Bagwetu. I might read the provision of the law. It is on 
page 45 of the compilat ion. 

The CHatmman. Go ahead. 

Mr. Bagweii. I might say that corn is different because there is 
a commercial corn-producing area. You can grow corn in the South, 
for example, where the States are not in the commercial area, with 
out being subject to quotas. Wheat quotas are on a nationwide basis. 

4 There are no exempt areas. There are only exempt farms. The law 
says that—- 

Senator Anperson. What section / 

Mr. Bagweti. Page 45. 

. Senator ANpERsoN. What section 7 

Mr. Bagwetxi. Paragraph 4: 


“ 


Until the producers on any farm store, deliver to the Secretary, or pay the 
penalty on, the farm marketing excess of any crop of corn or wheat, the entire 
crop of corn or wheat, as the case may be, produced on the farm shall be subject 
to a lien in favor of the United States for the amount of the penalty. 

Senator Younc. You are talking about farm marketing excess. 

Mr. Bagwe.u. That is right. A farmer who has no acreage allot 
ment and who plants in excess of the 15 acre minimum, every acre 
on his farm is excess. 

Senator Youne. It says if he markets more. But if he does not 
market more grain, that is Senator Anderson’s question. 




































































28 WHEAT MARKETING QUOTAS AND ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS 


Senator Easruanp. When he feeds it to his livestock and sells the 
livestock is he marketing the grain ? 

Mr. Baewein. That is right. The statute defines market to include 
feeding on the farm. 

Senator Eastianp. The Department is getting out letters to indi- 
vidual farmers asking them if they desire a wheat allotment na- 
tionally, and that if they do get a wheat allotment it will be deducted 
from the acreage that that farmer can plant in cotton. 

[ want an answer, if you please, to this question: suppose a farmer 
has an allotment for 100 acres of cotton. The farmer would also like 
to grow 100 acres of wheat to feed his cattle for market. 

Suppose he did that. 

Mr. Baagwetu. May I 1ead from the next page—46 ¢ 

Senator Easrnanp. Go ahead. 

Mr. Bacwexu. Paragraph 8: 

Until the farm marketing excess of corn or wheat, as the case may be, is 


stored or delivered to the Secretary or the penalty thereon is paid, each bushel 


of the commodity produced on the farm which is sold by the producer to any 
person within the United States shall be subject to the penalty as specified in 
paragraph (2) of this resolution 


Let me 0 back to the definitions and see how the term “market” is 
defined. That is where vou get the answer to whether or not the 
penalty applies to wheat fed on the farm. 

On page 23 of the compilation, the term “market” is defined. 

Senator Anperson. “Each bushel produced on the farm which is 
sold.” you sald, 

Mr. Bagwetu. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. Not marketed, but sold by the producer ? 

Mr. Bagwetx. That is marketing as we interpret it. 

Senator ANpeRsoN. I am Sorry. It says “sold by the producer.” 

Mr. Baaweuu. Let me read the term “market”: 

Market in the case of 


Senator Anprerson. Where are you reading? 

Mr. Baawetu. Paragraph 6, page 23: 

“Market,” in the case of corn, cotton, rice, tobacco and wheat, means to dis- 
pose of, in raw or processed form, by voluntary or involuntary sale, barter, or 
exchange, or by gift, inter vivos, and, in the case of corn and wheat by feeding 
(in any form) to poultry or livestock which, or the products of which, are sold, 
bartered or exchanged, or to be so disposed of * * *. 

Then there is an exception. 

Senator Easttanp. He can grow corn for that purpose but he can- 
not grow wheat for that purpose under the law. 

Mr. Bagwetu. Outside the commercial area. 

Senator Easrtanp. That is right. I want an answer to this: Sup- 
pose he grows that 100 acres of wheat. What would that do to his 
100-acre cotton allowance on that farm ? 

Mr. Wacker. Is the 100 acres of wheat covered by an acreage 
allotment ? 

Senator Eastnanp. No, sir. 

Mr. Waker. Then if it is not covered by an acreage allotment—— 
Senator Easttanp. He has no acreage allotment. 

Mr. Waker. That will not affect his cotton allotment, will it? 
Senator Eastianp. You are getting out letters to that effect. 
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Mr. Waker. That is news to me, if they are getting out letters like 
that. 

Senator Easrtanp. They certainly are. 

Mr. Bacwett. I have not seen letters like that. 

Senator Easrnanp. I got one. 

Senator ANperson. That raises a strong suspicion that they are 
going out. It seems to me we went into this very carefully at one 
time in the Department. The word “sold” is used in one place. Then 
if you go back and say that he markets it some place else and then 
find out what “marketing” means, eventually you can get around to 

where you can control the American farmer, if that is the purpose of 
> the Department of Agriculture. 

I do not think that should be the purpose. 

Senator Younc. May I ask a question? Were there any prosecu- 
tions in the past when we had acreage allotments and quotas covering 
the question Senator Anderson asked ? 

Mr. Baeweu, Oh, yes. 

Senator ANpERSON. When the farmer has been selling wheat in 
addition to consuming it, you give him an illustration of where the 
farmer had grown wheat and consumed it on his place, and the prose- 
cution, and what the result was. 

Do you have that ? 

Mr. Bacwetu. I do not think the term “prosecution” appropriate. 
That implies some criminal action. You mean he was sued for the 
penalty ¢ 

Senator Youna. Yes. 

Mr. Bagwetu. We have a number of cases of course where we sued. 

Senator Anperson. Where the wheat was solely consumed and did 
not sell one bushel ¢ 

Mr. Baaweti. The way the law is written, we do not need to prove 
marketing at all. <All we need to do is to go into court and show 
what his allotment was and what his planted acreage was, and then 
if his planted acreage was in excess of his allotted acreage we compute 
what 1s called a “farm marketing excess” by multiplying the excess 
acreage by his normal yield, and that is what he owes a penalty on. 

Senator AnpEerson. What do you do about collecting it? 

Mr. Baawetu. We go into court if the farmer will not pay volun- 
tarily. 

. Senator Easttanp. Get a judgment against him / 

Mr. Bacwe.u. Yes, sir. 

| Senator Munpr. Did you get a judgment like that? 

Mr. Baewetu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Collect it ? 

Mr. Baewetu. Yes, sir. I am not trying to argue what the law 
should be. But that is what the law now provides. That went to 
the Supreme Court. 

Senator Anperson. What is the citation? 

Mr. BaGwetu. Wickard v. Filburn. 

Senator Anprerson. You are sure this covers a farm where the 
farmer did not attempt to sell any of the product himself ? 

Mr. Baewewn. It is on page 17 of the compilation, Wickard v 
Filburn (317 U. S.. 111). That went to the Supreme Court on the 
quest ion of whether that was constitutional or not. 
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The Court held that it was. That was a decision in connection 
with marketing quotas in 1941. We have only had marketing quotas 
2 years—1941 and 1942. 

Senator Anperson. Was the case of Wickard versus Filburn the 
one where the farmer had not attempted to sell wheat ? 

Mr. Baewetu. The court specifically passed on the question of feed- 
ing on the farm. 

Senator Anprerson. Was that a case where the farmer did not sell 
any wheat? 

Mr. Bacawetu. I have forgotten the exact facts, Senator. Filburn 
was a small farmer in Ohio, and he fed some wheat on the farm. I 
do not recall the details. The facts of course are stated in the report. 
I have not read the case recently. 

Senator EastLanp. Suppose that a farmer without an allotment 
has several acres in wheat. Suppose the farmer grinds his own wheat 
to make his own flour. Would that farmer be in violation ? 

Mr. Bacwetu. He is in violation the minute he— 

Senator Easrnanp. Wait » minute. That is, provided the flour is 
consumed on the farm. That has been widely done in areas that I 
come from. 

Mr. Bagwetxi. That does not make any difference under the law. 
You see, the law is designed to catch— 

Senator Eastianp. What is the law? That is what I want to 
know. Would he be in violation ? 

Mr. Baawe i. Yes, he would, if he plants over the 15 acres, or over 
his allotment if his allotment is more than 15 acres. 

Senator EasrLanp. When was that statute changed ? 

Mr. Bagweti. That statute is Public Law 74, which was passed by 
the 77th Congress. That would have been about 1941. 

Senator Easrnanp. I knew in 1938 and 1939 he could do that. 

Mr. Bagweiu. Yes, sir. The law was amended by Public Law 74, 
of the 77th Congress. 

Senator Munpr. It must have been amended to deal specifically 
with the kind of question the Senator raises. 

Mr. Bacwetu. It was. It was to deal with the problem of feeding 
on the farm. Mr. Walker can check me on this. My understanding 
is that approximately 15 percent of the wheat in this country is nor- 
mally consumed on the farm. 

Senator Munpr. Whoever sponsored that amendment or supported 
it must have done so on the basis of the theory there was so much 
feeding on the farm it was vitiating the effect of the whole law. 

Mr. Baaweti. The theory of it was that if you do not control the 
15 percent you virtually ruin the program. That is the theory. I 
am not arguing the merits of the law. 

The Carman. Mr. Gordon, we expect to be called to vote in the 
Senate any minute now. I think we will have to wind up. I have 
a small subcommittee appointed to thresh this whole matter out. It 
is well to know these pitfalls before we fall into them. Do you want 
to go on, Mr. Gordon ? 

Mr. Gornon. Yes. The Department is concerned over the disrup 
tions in crop rotations, land use practices, and farming patterns 
caused by the imposition of production controls. At the same time, 
there would be no impairment of the privilege of these small farmers 
of obtaining price support if they choose to comply with their acreage 
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allotments. In addition, the decrease in the number of farmers sub 
ject to marketing controls would result in considerable administra 
tive economies. The proposed change in the law—lI think this is the 
thing that you folks want to look at—increasing the exemption level 
from marketing quotas from 15 acres or 200 bushels to 25 acres or 400 
bushels, would increase the percentage ie exempt wheat farms from 
an estimated 51.6 percent to 64.8 percent, or by 13.2 percent. On the 
other hand, rr percentage of total acreage so affected would be in 
creased from 9.5 percent to 16.5 percent, or only by 7 percent. On the 
basis of a 5-year average acreage and production applied against the 
1950 distribution of allotments, it is estimated that 12.2 percent of the 
production is currently exempt from marketing quotas and that under 
the proposed minimum this exemption would be increased to 20.5 
percent. 

It would be erroneous to assume that no reduction in acreage would 
be made by the producers so exempted. Acreage allotments would be 
established for farms under 25 acres regardless of the exemptions 
from marketing quotas. Compliance with such allotments would be 
prerequisite to eligibility for price support. 

One effect of this change would be to offer 64.8 percent of the Na- 
tion’s small wheat producers an opportunity to exercise their own 
initiative and judgment as to whether the benefits of price support 
justify the disruption to their farming program which would be 

caused by compliance with acreage allotments. Since only 20.5 per- 
cal of the total production is involved and past experience indicates 
a relatively high percentage of compliance with wheat acreage allot- 
ments, we do not believe the effectiveness of production controls would 
be impaired by this change. We believe the freeing of a larger group 
from marketing quota penalties and the resultant decrease in admin- 
istrative problems make this a desirable change. 


PENALTIES 


Section 4 (a) of the bill would provide a penalty on a farm market 
ing excess at a rate per bushel ” al to 45 percent of the parity price 
per bushel of wheat as of May 1 of the calendar year in which such 
crop is harvested. 

Senator EastLanp. Suppose this bill were the law now. How many 
cents a bushel— 

Mr. Gorvon. Fifteen cents. 

Senator Eastianp. That would be the penalty / 

Mr. GORDON. Yes. which is ridiculous, of course. This Is a very 
important provision and was included in the report of the House. — 

Senator Easrtanp. Under the present— 

Mr. Baeweiu. May I explain? Although there is some confusion 
because of action which Mr. Gordon will explain as he reads, the pen 
alty now is one-half of the loan rate. If the loan rate is, say, $2.20 
I do not know exactly what it is—the penalty would be $1.10 a bushel. 

Senator EastLanp. That is under this bill or under the law / 

Mr. Bacwetu. Under the law now. This bill would not change 
that except it would change the method of computing it. Forty-five 
percent of parity, as you will appreciate, is the same as 50 percent of 
a loan rate of 90 percent of parity. This change is to keep from hay 
ing to put out two pe nalty rates, the first one on the basis of est 
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mated parity price and the other on the basis of the actual parity. 
This would say 45 percent of parity as of May 1, and we would have 
one penalty rate that would be applicable to all marketing of wheat 
and would avoid some of the difficulties in collecting more than is 
due and then having to return it to the farmer. 

Mr. Gorpon. I appreciate Mr. Bagwell making that correction. 
the rate of penalty in the act as originally enacted was 15 cents per 
bushel. The rate was increased by paragraph (2) of Publie Law 74, 
77th Congress, to 50 percent of the basic loan rate for cooperators 
under section 302 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended. Section 302 of the act was repei aled by the Agricultural 
Act of 1949, but it was obviously not intended that the penalty pro- 
vision should become inoperative, since this would make any market- 
ing quota program ineffective. It is highly important that this be 
made clear and it is highly desirable to permit the establishment 
of the penalty rate prior to any harvesting of wheat. This would 
be accomplished by the use of May parity as the effective base and 
t5 percent of parity will be compar: able to 50 percent of the support 
rate which was the prior penalty rate for wheat and is now the penalty 
rate for cotton and rice. 

Now we come to the really important question of the acreage allot- 
ment. 

NATIONAL ACREAGE ALLOTMENT 


Section 5 of the bill provides for a minimum national wheat acre- 
age allotment for 1954 of 62 million acres. Without this change in 
the minimum, the national acreage allotment for the 1954 crop would, 
on the basis of present indications, be at the minimum of 55 million 
acres provided under existing legislation. 

The current and prospective stocks of wheat are giving the De- 
partment considerable concern. The near-record crop of about 1,300,- 
000,000 bushels harvested in 1952 is going to result in a carryover 
of around 580 million bushels on July 1, 1953. A record amount 
of 458 million bushels of the 1952 crop has been placed under price 
support. In spite of this record loan activity, the market has not 
strengthened so as to permit appreciable quantities to flow out of 
the loan into normal channels of trade, and the major portion of the 
July 1 carryover will be owned by the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

Despite the adverse weather conditions which prevailed in the 
major winter wheat-producing area last fall, a total wheat production 
in excess of 1 billion bushels is now indicated for 1953. On the basis 
of foreseeable domestic and export requirements, an increase in the 
carryover stocks to around 690 million bushels is indicated for July 
1, 1954—which would be the largest carryover of wheat ever recorded. 

Senator Munpr. Are those figures brought up to date? You say 
despite the adverse conditions prevailing last fall. 

Mr. Gornon. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpr. You have had new adverse conditions prevailing 
early spring and late summer. You still feel it will be over a billion 
bushels despite that? 

Mr. Gorvon,. Yes, sir. We realize that to enforce a full readjust- 
ment between supplies and indicated market outlets in 1 year could 
have serious implies ition. Without intermediate legislative measures, 
the minimum of 55 million acres now prescribed iu the law would 
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be the governing factor in establishing a national acreage-allotment 
level. This would require a reductio1 in Ll yea ot nearly ou percent, 

In the best interests of agriculture. product on controls should be 
administered so as to avoid violent and drastie changes in the individ 
ual’s farming operations and the general economy of the area in which 
the controlled crop is produced. The water is over the dam, however, 
with respect to our prospective stock position on July 1, 1954, and 
we can only approach the problem of what should be done subs« 
quently in the light of the current situation. 

The proposed minimum of 62 million acres for 1954 was ratior 
alized remember this was our recommendation before the House 
was rationalized in the hearings before the House Agricultural Con 
mittee on H. R. 5451 as being an acreage which, with normal yield, 
would result in no larger carryover on July 1, 1955, than we now 
face on July 1, 1953. 

Senator ANDERSON. What do you anticipate it will be? 

Mr. Hot. Five hundred and eighty million. 

Senator AnpeRSoN. When you say that, do you think 62 millio 
acres will not produce more than our export al d normal cor sumptiot 
requirements ¢ 

Mr. Waker. Yes. Sixty-two million will just about produce it 

Senator ANpERSON. We will use a billion bushels? 

Mr. Waker. A billion bushels roughly if we maintain exports at 
around 300 million. 

Senator ANperson. What are we exporting this year ? 

Mr. WauKer. Three hundred and fifteen million. 

Senator Munpr. Mr. Gordon, what is that 62 million? You say 
if you cut it down to 55 million acres that would necessitate a redu 
tion in 1 year of about 30 percent ¢ 

Mr. Gorpon. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpt. Percentagewise, what will 62 million acres require ? 

Mr. Gorpon. If you will remember, the House suggested 66 million 
in the bill. We suggested that it be cut back to 62 million because 
that would hold the status quo as of July 1, 1953, on the basis of the 
figures then available. Since that time other figures are out which 
have changed the picture. I am coming to that right now. 

Senator Munpt. That does not answer the question. If 55 million 
acres represents a 30 percent cut, how big a cut is represented by 62 
million acres? 

Mr. Waker. About 20 percent. 

Senator Munpr. Thank you. 

Mr. Gorpon. Since that time the June crop report indicates an 
increase of approximately 100 million bushels in the total supply fon 
1953-54. To the extent that this additional production cannot be 
moved into export, a corresponding increase in the 1954 carryover 
over that for 1953 can be expected. 

Senator Anperson. That 150 million bushels, at 15 bushels to the 
acre, means 614 million acres more. Six and one-half million acres o1 
62 million acres means 5614 million acres or just about the 55-million 
acre limitation. Is that not correct é 

Mr. Gorpvon. You are figuring too fast for me. 

Senator ANDERSON. You say—— 

Mr. Gorvon. We are figuring it right now. You just have a faster 
mind than I have. 
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Senator Anperson. It is 5 
Mr. Gorpon. Yes, sir. ' 
With the weakness exhibited by the wheat market in relation to the 
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Senator Aube RSON. Ww ould that be about right ? 

Mr. Gorpon. That is about right according to the figures. With 
the weakness exhibited by the wheat market in relation to the price 
support level and the unprecedentedly large proportion of the carry- 
over which it now appears will be in Government ownership as a 
result of our price support commitments, the Department takes the 
position that it would be desirable to reestablish a balance between 
supply and demand. Weare not unmindful, however, of the objectives 
which prompted the inclusion of the figure of 62 million acres in the 
bill. If the committee feels that an acreage allotment of less than 
62 million acres would be inconsistent with a policy of effecting or- 
derly adjustments, the Department would interpose no objections to its 
inclusion in the law for 1 year. But we point out just what you have 
suggested, Senator Anderson, that at the time we made the 62 million 
statement we did not have this information with respect to the 100 
million additional bushels of yield and that we would like to call 
that to the attention of the committee and suggest that they take that 
into account in considering this matter. 

Senator Munpr. On what calendar date were the figures compiled 
on which you based your June crop report ¢ 

Mr. Warxer. As of June 1 

Senator Munpr. This is June 25. We have had 25 days of uninter- 
rupted drought in the great wheat-producing areas of the Southwest 
which certainly must have some impact on that 100 million bushels. 
Is that right? 

Mr. Wacker. I think it will. 

Senator Munpr. If what I read in the papers is correct it will have 
a rather serious effect on the 100 million bushels. 

The CuarrMan. Senator Young and the chairman might add we 
have had 25 days of wonderful weather for overplanting the spring 
wheat crop in the spring-wheat area. 

Senator Munpr. They have planned on that. But they have not 
planned on the drought in the Southwest. In the Southwest they 
have lost a sizable fraction of the 100 million. I imagine 15 or 20 
percent of it has gone out the window. 

Senator YounG. The spring-wheat crop is not made yet. I read in 
my morning paper from the State that we have evidence now of 
a 15-year rust which is the earliest on record. Obviously the reason 
for Congressman Hope proposing raising the acreage limitation from 
15 to 25 acres was so as to make possible a more favorable vote. What 
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will the Department do with respect to encouraging farmers to vote 
favorably on quotas? I think that will have a lot to do with whether 
farmers vote for quotas or against. 

Mr. Gorvon. I think the position the Department will take is that 
We are going to use every avenue at the disposal of the Department of 
Agric ulture to get all of the facts before the farmers. We are going 
to give him every bit of information we possibly can as to its e ffect on 
him personally. 

Senator Young. Do you think if we left the provision at 15 acres 
there would be a chance of getting a favorable vote? I personally be- 
lieve we would be better off to leave it at 15 or 2) acres and effect a 
favorable vote. 

Senator Munpr. You mean get a better vote at 15 than 25? 

Senator Youna. No. We would be better otf to get the vote and 
still leave it at 15 acres, and also make some changes in the law with 
respect to these penalties. I think that would encourage the smaller 
producer to vote favorably. 

Mr. Gorpvon. There is a great variation of opinion on that score. 
We have felt that if it were not changed that the chances are just 
about 50-50 for a favorable referendum, with no change. 

Senator Youne. How about 20 acres? 

Mr. Gorpvon. If the theory back of the increase from 15 to 25 is 
correct, the 15 to 20 would also have a favorable effect. Whether it 
would be as much we do not know. We have provided informa- 
tion here which will show the effect by States under this change and 
we have come to the conclusion that the change from 15 to 20 or 15 
to 25 acres is not too serious from the standpoint of the administra- 
tion of the program. What the reaction of the farmers, who are in a 
sense disenfranchised by this will be, we do not know. Since they are 
not too seriously affec ted by the thing, we doubt that there will be any 
particular feeling on that score. It does, of course, put the matter of 
settling this question up to the commercial wheat producer. That is 
what it does. 

Senator Youne. On the last record vote on this, what was the per- 
centage vote say in Ohio as against Kansas and North Dakota ? 

Mr. Wacker. The 1941 election, Ohio was 47 percent favorable; 
Kansas, I do not remember; 1t was up around 80. 

Senator Youne. Seventy-six, I believe. 

Mr. Wacker. It was high. 

Senator ScHorpret. It was over 75, I think. 

Mr. Waker. For the country as a whole in the 1941 referendum 
it was 81 percent in favor. I can get those exact figures by States if 
you would like to see them. 
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Results of wheat marketing quota referendums, by States, 1941 and 1942 
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The CHarrMan. Senator Anderson ? 

Senator AnprErson. I think this is a very useful analysis and state 
ment that we have had here from Mr. Gordon. I am interested in it 
because the Department will be the one that will be blamed if we relax 
this les ish: ition. I do not need to go back through the potato story. 
Time after time after time I sent letters to the Congress asking them 
to give us some relief on the potato situation. We never could get a 
bill out of either committee. They were pretty liberal on what they 
had to say about the Secretary of Agriculture, as to what he was not 
doing. No matter how hard Mr. Gordon tries, no matter how hard 
Mr. Walker tries, no matter how hard Secretary Benson may attempt 
to handle this problem, if we load another 100 or 200 million bushels of 
wheat on to his alre: ady enormous carryover, people will wonder why 
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in the world he did not have sense enough to handle this right whe 
the Congress would have done it for him in ad ince. I think the 
testimony here is that 5514 million acres, on the best figures they have 
got, will be ample. | personally feel that maybe that isa little too fast 
a drop. 


Mr. GORDON. What that dloes s maimmtain the status quo at July iF 
1953. , 

Senator ANperson, We know that that status quo involves much 
too large a carryover. They are talking about storing wheat on the 


ground. W hen you begin to do that then the farm program begins 
to get ane meee ‘pute and people | begin to criticize you for grain losses, 
whereas if we had these figures somewhat realistically adjusted the 
farmer soak hot be blamed for these saan because he is not 
producing. 

The farmer never gets credit, Senator Young, when he produces 
wheat in tremendous quantities and reduces the price of bread in every 
home. 

But the minute it costs the Government any money for price support 
the farmer is terrible. 

Senator Youna. l nfortunately, Senator Anderson, you know we 
have had a sizable reduction in the price of cattle, about 30 or 40 
percent. Wheat is down from 40 to 60 cents a bushel. 
~ Oats and other grains are way down. But the cost of living, I 
understand, as was announced just the other day, is at an all-time high. 
Apparently it does not make a 
commodities Is. 

The Coarrman. Mr. Walker? 

Mr. WALKER. | would like Co ¢ leat a poiiut made a moment ago. Lf 
our total requirements for wheat remains at about 1 billion bushels a 
vear, under average vield conditions, 1t would take 66 million acres of 
wheat to produce such requirement. 

Sixty-two million would produce about 930 million bushels at an 
average yield of about 15 bushels. A moment ago I believe the state 
ment was made that the 62 would produce sufficient to meet our annual 
requirements. 

The Cuamman. The ae ‘lem is complicated by the fact that what 
ever legislation Is ena ted s houl | be enacted before next Wednesday 
night—before the Ist of July which gives us very little time to work. 

I had exper ted the House would take some action before now, but 
they have not done that. ‘This is going to require all the time that 
the committee can give to it, and a let more before we get this legisla- 
tion in shape to ask the Senate to ect on the early part of next week. 

We have representatives of the three farm organizations still to be 
heard before some time today and tomorrow. 

Is there objection to the Chair requesting Senators Young, Schoep 
pel, and Anderson to serve as a subcommittee of three to put in all the 
time they can, as fast as they can, in getting this in shi wpe! Of course, 
we have to hear the witnesses before we can start enacting legislation 

Mr. Warxer. If I may interrupt, there is another amendment we 
think may be needed, and that is to extend the referendum date from 
July 25 to August 15. 


L\ difference what the price of farm 


The CHarrman. I was just g roing to point that out. It seems to me 
that it is going to be needed. t an’ conceive of any objection to 


as far as this year is concerned. 
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There may be, but I do not know that there would be. Is that agree 
able? And would you three gentlemen have time to work on this? 
It will take some out-of-committee work, I expect. 

Senator Scnorprec. I think it is very important. 

The Cuamman. Time is of the essence. A small committee can 
work much faster. Is that all right with you, Clint! I know you do 
not have a thing to do. 

Senator Younc. I would be very happy to drop my other matters, 
and take this up. 

Senator Anprerson. This is an emergency. 

The Cuamman. This is an emergency, | would say. We have to 
work on it very rapidly. 

Senator Scuorpre.. I will arrange my schedule. I will have to do 
some shifting, but I will do it. 

Mr. Gorvon. We have another brief statement for the record by Mr. 
Jacwell. 

The Cuarrman. I am sure you three could call on Senators Mundt 
and Eastland, too. Mr. Bagwell? 

Mr. Bacwe.i. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to say anything that 
would discourage speedy action but I want to point out that we do 
have until July 15 to announce the acreage allotment. All we are 
required to do by July 1 is to announce whether or not we are going 
to have quotas. We do not proclaim a quota in bushels. We are so 
far over the marketing quota level there is not any question about the 
necessity for that. So we do have until July 15 for the acreage 
allotment. 

The CrairmMan. I am glad that we do have some extra time because 
it would be almost a physical impossibility, although it could be done. 
In the case of Pakistan wheat we worked fast. 

Mr. Bacwe.u. I have a short statement on one of the points in the 
bill. The regulations governing the establishment of farm-acreag 
allotments for the 1954 wheat crop have already been issued by the 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

I have a copy here. As in prior years, past acreage of wheat on the 
farm is being used as the best available measure of the statutory factors 
of tillable acres and crop-rotation practices on the farm. 

If the past acreage of wheat on the farm should be added as a 
specific statutory factor for the establishment of farm-acreage allot- 
ments, as proposed in this bill—Senator Aiken’s bill—it is our opinion 
that such addition to the law would not require any change in the 
acreage-allotment regulations for the 1954 crop. Rather, such action 
would seem to constitute implied approval of the procedural regula- 
tions already adopted by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

The reason I make this statement is that we would not like to see 
quotas attacked on the ground that the Congress by enacting this past 
acreage provision, after the regulations were issued, intended some 
change to be made in the regulations. 

We have already used past acreage for the years 1951, 1952, and 
1953—primarily the years 1952 and 1953. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

The Cuarrman. The committee will recess until 3 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p. m., the committee recessed, to reconvene 
at 3 p.m. the same day.) 


ROR 7 
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AFTERNOON SESSION 


The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 3 p. m., in room 324, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Milton R. Young, presiding. 

Present: Senators Young (presiding), Mundt, Schoeppel, and 
Anderson. 

Senator Young. The committee will come to order. 

Mr. Te you are the first witness for this afternoon. Mr. 
Sanders, it is alw: avs a pleasure to have you appear before the com 
mittee tod especially to express your views on the very important leg 
islation the conmmittee is consider Ing. 


STATEMENT OF J. T. SANDERS, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, THE 
NATIONAL GRANGE 


Mr. Sanpers. I am always pleased to come before the committee 
when we have a subject that the Grange is interested in. I have a 
very brief statement here and I shall just read it, if I may. 

Senator Young. You may proceed. 

Mr. Sanpers. The National Grange is favorable to the provisions of 
S. 2099. It provides adjustments in the current law which will be 
badly needed if acreage controls and marketing quotas are imposed 
on the 1954 wheat crop, which now appears probable. 

Over the past period of history of restrictive farm laws, the National 
Gr ange has been op posed to p slaci Ing comp ylete or even mi: jor de ~pend- 
ence on control of production as a means of raising farm prices and 
handling the surplus portions of crops. We are still opposed in 
general to such methods of price support and feel that new measures 
can and should be worked out that will support prices without such 
problems arising, as are dealt with in 8S. 2099. 

We believe a sound, two-price, or multiple-price system of price 
support would be far superior to either the presently operative high 
fixed support or the flexible price support. If such a two-price system 
were in operation, especi: i if the proposed International Wheat 
Agreement is ratified, we could support domestic requirements at 
parity and eel likely find a reasonable market for any surplus 
farmers care to produce next year. 

Nevertheless such improved laws are not. now on the statute books, 
and, under current conditions of production and laws, we are almost 
certain to be required under the law to impose production restrictions 
on wheat next year. Present situations in wheat production cannot be 
handled in the best interest of farmers and the Nation with the law as 
at present written. Under these conditions it is necessary for us to 
support the amendments to the 1938 Agricultural Adjustment Act, 
provided for in S. 2099. 

This bill will give a greater flexibility of controls and an adjustment 
in production more favoable to those areas most adapted to economi- 
cally sound wheat production. This flexibility is highly desirable in 
any system of control of agricultural production. 

In the past 12 to 15 years of war and cold-war conditions there have 
been marked shifts of wheat production with greater and greater pro- 
duction going to low-cost areas and areas best adapted to wheat pro 
duction. Under these conditions a 10-year average acreage and yield 
would not reflect accurately current situations and trends. 5S. 2099 
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corrects, at least in part, this difficulty by changing the current-law 
requirement of a 10-year average asa base to a base of a 5-year average. 
This will certainly reflect current trends more accurately, except in 
the case of abnormal vields due to the vagaries of nature. The bill 
provides for adjustments in case of such abnormal yields. 

Another desirable change which the bill prov ides is that of shifting 
the 3-percent reserve from a county to a State allocation, and provid 
hoe al additional 1 percent national reserve. Reserves, or set asides, 
also add to flexibility of controls. Hardship cases in allotments and 
quotas are bound to arise as between individuals, as between counties, 
and as between States. The additional ] percent reserve for the Nation 
will help correct maladjustments between States, and lifting the 3 
percel t reserve from the county to the State level will prov ide a more 
equitable adjustment between counties, which in turn will be reflected 
to an equitable adjustment to the individual farmers. 

Senator Younes. If you don’t mind an interruption 

Mir. Sanpers. Not at all. 

senator Yor na. | believe that extra reserve would be very helpful 
! taking care of problems such as renters oftentimes have. For ex 
imple, a renter could h ivea record asa wheat producer and move on 
toa farm that probably had a record as a dairy farm or a hog farm, 
something like that. 

Mr. Sanpers. At least a low quota or an allotment. 

Senator Youne. And find himself with equipment to produce wheat 
and no acreage allotment. 

Mr. Sanpers. Of course that is a part of the whole freezing process 
that the law brings about, because if he moved onto a farm with a 
lower allotment than he had previously had in another farm, he would 
be in pretty bad shape. He does not get his allotment personally in 
that case, does he? 

Senator Youna. I understand in the past when I served in these 
committees—I think we had a little leeway in taking care of a situation 
such as that. Perhaps the new owner moving out to a certain farm 
wouldn't want or need all of his quota so the county would have a 
little extra acreage there to spread elsewhere. I think a little leeway 
s necessary to take eare ot hardship cases, 

Mr. Sanners. As much leeway as is possible, Senator, without im 
pairing the effective control, is very essential and very desirable. As 
much as possible leeway, without reducing control, the effectiveness 
of control. That is one of the great undesirable effects of control. 
It freezes economic conditions in an occupation where there is great 
change from year to year with individuals: there is great change as 
4 man begins as a young farmer and develops into a full producing 
farmer and becomes older and older, and then as he gets very much 
older he wants to retire to a certain extent. In other words, there is 
all kinds of flexibility in agriculture and that is one of the oreat diffi 
culties of control as a method of supporting prices. 

Senator Youna. The two-price system advocated by the Grange 
would get away from that. I wish we had time to discuss that pro- 
posal. I think this committee sometimes should, but it wouldn’t be 
too appropriate in these hearings which are confined for the most part 
to quotas. 

Mr. Sanvers. Of course that is quite true. T am not going to talk 
the two-price system, however, much as I would like to do it. Such in- 
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creased flexibility Is, TO OU] way of thinking, hig \ mportant hi 
stitution of any scheme of production control. 

We also agree with the provision raising the marketing quota ex 
emption from a 200 to a 400 maximum bushelage exe ee and from 
a 15- toa 25-acre maximum exemption. This will greatly simplify and 
reduce the task of administration and will have relatively little effect 
on Increasing the total production ot wheat. \creages of wheat of les 
than 25 es are usually grown as part of a rotation system, and ex 
emption of these farms from market quotas will not interfere with 
their normal cropping rotati which is a desirable thing to avoid 
doing. 

Senator YounG. I wonder if you heard the discussion this morning 
relative to penalties that could be Imposed and I think were imposed 
in the past on small producers who weren't under quotas and who 
marketed wheat. Do you think the Grange would be in favor of a 
amendment which would permit the small producer like that to pro 
duce wheat for consumption on his farm for feeding purposes but not 
marketed / 

Mr. Sanpers. Senator, I believe as a practical proposition that if 
vou undertake to control production that you must make provision 
for that wheat which consumed on the farm and sold in animal 
products. If you are going to carry control to its ultimate conelusion 
and to its ultimate results, you have to undertake to prevent produ 
tion that is stopped under one crop from gome over into other su 
pluses. 

The whole philosophy is wrong-——delinitely wrong—to my way of 
thinking. We should undertake to control s inp sas by seeking a 
market for them at a price that will move the surpluses. I am 
inclined to believe that if you are eoing to adopt a control method 
rices, Vou almost necessarily must do something 
1elps produce the surplus even if he feeds it On 


asa means of raising 
with the fellow who 
his farm. 

I know that sounds maybe a little harsh on the small producer who 
feeds the wheat, but normally a certain amount of wheat goes into 
feed and therefore helps to make up the total supply of wheat. If 
we are extremely short on the wheat that would otherwise go into feed 
and is suitable for human « onsumption, and would noi — ally move into 
human consumption, I am ine lined to believe that it would he necessal 
to plug the hole some Way, although I reeall that conversation that 
Senator Anderson and the witness had this morning over that. 

I am afraid I haven't answered your question very satisfactorily 

Senator YounaG. I am very interested in getting the views of the 
major farm organizations and others on this particular subject. 

Mr. Sanpers. Finally, we agree with the provision raising the total 
national allotment from 55 to 62 million acres. We do not have any 
strong conviction as to whether this allotment should be placed at 
fioure or at the 66-million-acre figure carried in the House bill. May 
I explain the reason for us taking that position / 

We feel in any case we must accept a considerable surplus next 
year. To reduce the total acreage to where we would not have a 
surplus next year, I think, would force us to do about what you brought 
cut this morning. Senator Anderson: To go down to probably 45 o1 
even maybe lower, in millions of acres, whic! 


able. 


| 
| 


} would be just mMntHInNnK 
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It would be an extremely bad situation to justify in the world 
as a whole. With the world situation in food as it is now, for us 
to reduce to where we would not have to handle a surplus next year 
some way would be a very, very bad thing from the standpoint of our 
position in world affairs. 

Senator Munpr. At that point, Dr. Sanders, it seems to me that you 
make a very striking point when you mention that. It seems to me 
that if at one and the same time we are retaining here unmanageable 
reserves and are sharply curtailing our production and failing to find 
a way to utilize our wheat abroad in areas where people are starving 
to death, it seems to me that we can destroy in one fell swoop as much 
international good will as we can hope to procure by this multibillion- 
dollar-aid program in which we are engaged. 

Mr. Sanpers. In cold dollars and cents, Senator Mundt, it could 
cost us many, many times as much as the cost of handling the surplus 
of wheat some way. 

Senator Munpr. I agree entirely. If I were running a Communist, 
anti-American propaganda agency, to get a certain set of facts and 
— of that kind together and to present them to people whose 
bellies are empty and starving, it seems to me that they would see red 
on what they would consider an unconscionable procedure on our part. 

One of the possible solutions that Senator Anderson and I had a 
number of other Senators have suggested is to find a a ma- 
chinery of taking these surpluses and using them abroad as a pro 
curement token for getting into our country some of the imports that 
we need and can use. It seems to me that we all recognize you can’t 
just store up these surpluses in unmanageable sizes. 

[ think that would be a much better procedure than to too sharply 
curtail our productive capacity of foodstuffs that the world badly 
needs. 

Mr Sanpers. The Grange certainly will try desperately hard to 

elp out in finding a solution for the use of a surpluses some way. 

Senator Munpr. Thank you. 

Mr. Sanvers. We doubt that it would be wise, from the standpoint 
of national security, to make a cut of 30 percent of wheat acreage as 
is required under the present law if acreage and market quotas are 
imposed. This provision would reduce the imposed cut to — 
1 ae that is in the bill that is before the committee—and 1 
the case of the cut carried in the House bill by 15 percent, which we 
sels ve is a wise thing to do under present world conditions of a cereal 
aaedane in the world, as is evidenced by high prices on rice and our 
virtual embargo against exports thereof; and in view of the absolute 
necessity of our maintenance of expanded foreign markets for Ameri- 
can wheat. We would be inclined to go along with the 15 percent 
House cut, instead of the 21 percent proposed Senate bill cut. 

Senator Anperson. Are you saying that you would prefer 66 mil- 
lion acres quota, realizing that that would add to the troubles we are 
already in? 

Mr, Sanpers. Yes. We are going to have a troublesome surplus 
any way we do it next year, Senator. 

Senator ANperson. Do you think it is well to force the farmer 
i lways to come to the Department of Agriculture and have them tell 
him how many acres he can grow and gradually get it down to where 
they will fix the price and fix the acres? 
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Mr. Sanpers. Oh, no, I don’t agree to that. 

Senator Anperson. That is what happens when you keep adding 
to the surplus and keep your quota on them. 

Mr. Sanpvers. We will come to the time when we will consider seri- 
ously a sound price program which is a two-price system. 

Senator Anperson. Either that or the suggestion that Senator 
Mundt and I have made many times, try to get rid of this wheat. 

Mr. Sanpers. I am in favor of that as long as we have the kind 
of a law we have, Senator. We will go to any length we can to help 
vou devise a scheme to get rid of it. 

Senator ANperson. We can devise many schemes, but the State 
Department will not go along with us under any administration. I 
am not confining it to one or another. It was just as bad when the 
party that I belong to was in there. The State Department said “You 
can’t have the State trading; you mustn’t do these things. We have 
our own programs.” The wheat continues to pile up in storage and 
the farmer never has a chance at a free market. 

Every time, for years to come, if we don’t do something about this, 
he will start every season with the knowledge that his wheat will be 
influenced by the stocks the Commodity Credit has, by the amount of 
wheat that is in storage, and he does not have the free market at all 
that other industries can enjoy. 

Mr. Sanpers. Senator, the present law just inevitably leads to either 
large Government-held surpluses, constant surpluses, or constant con 
trol of production and reduction of the amount of wheat that farmers 
can buy. There is just no other avenue that the present law will carry 
tis Into except that predicament. 

Senator Anperson. The absolute example of that is the tobacco 
business where they have complete control. I do not tind the tobacco 
farmers in any trouble. 

Mr. Sanpers. The minimum tobacco allotment has been reduced, 
reduced, reduced. I will grant you that tobacco is probably the most 
ideal crop that the present system of price supports could os applied 
to because it is highly concentrated from the standpoint of area, it Is 
relatively small in our total agricultural economy, and the situation 
that they have got into there is that to the new tobacco producer the 
advantages of price supports are largely nullified in the price that he 
has to pay for his allotments. 

Senator Youna. Another important factor there, too, in tobacco, 
is that production isn’t as necessary in wartime as foods. At least in 
creased production, whereas wheat, corn, cotton, and other commodities 
are. When you have to step up production of these greatly to meet 
war conditions, it is very difficult to get down to normal production 
immediately afterwards. 

Mr. Sanpers. I would say, Senator, that, if we undertook to apply 
the same kind of a program to, we will say, 10 or 15 relatively impor 
tant crops that we have applied to tobacco, we would multiply our dif 
ficulties greatly in the process. Many of the things that we do not 
have trouble with on tobacco would come out in that sort of effort to 
spread that sort of a program all over the agricultur: economy. 


It just will not e xpand to completely control production because you 
cannot control agricultural production, total agricult meet producti 
inthis country. The only way I think you could do it would be to just 


simply go out and complete ‘ly take out of production a certain propot 
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tion of the land and you would constantly have to increase that pro 
portion because the more you did that and Yot reasonable prices for 
farmers, the more they would resort to fertilizers and tend to nullify 
the land that you took out and neutralize it. We think that the present 
program just inevitably leads us constantly into situations such as we 
are in now. We may be wrong, but we certainly 

Senator AnpeRson. Those of us who do believe that it could be made 
(o operate and that it has been made to operate, feel that, when you do 
not have these controls, so-called, you are also in a position where you 
cant have supports. 

Mr. Sanpers. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. As long as you say that that is right, then I am 
satisfied because I do believe in supports for the farmer. 

Mr. Sanpers. I do, too. 

Senator ANpERSON. To get supports, you have to have controls. I 
know how hard it is. We have discussed it many times. 

Mr. Sanpers. I say that you can support just as many bushels of 
wheat at exactly the same price for domestic consumption, under a two 
price system, as you can under a high, fixed, or flexible support. 

Senator ANpERSON. I agree with that. 

Senator YouNG. May I ask a question on the two price s\ stem 4 
You would maintain a level of parity of 100 percent in the United 
States ¢ 

Mr. Sanpvers. I would think that we would maintain that level 
under a two-price system which would give the farmer the maximum 
income. I think we could easily in wheat maintain prices at full 
parity and give the farmer the maximum income by doing so under 
a two-price system. 

Senator Youna. In maintaiming a price of 100 percent here it would 
mean we would have to have tariff protection, wouldn’t it / 

Mr. Sanpers. We have tariff protection. I can answer that by 
saving—to explain my answer would require considerable time and 
| know you don’t want me to take that. I think we could devise a 
very simple plan that wolud not require tariff profection, but would 
require imports to sell at the surplus price. Of course probably some 
tariff in addition to that would be necessary but relatively small 
tariffs. 

Senator Munpr. If we permitted imports to sell in this country at 
the surplus price how would you maintain the price level for the 
domestic consumption / 

Mr. Sanpers. By the same mechanism, Senator, that you would 
maintain a two price system. 

Senator Anprerson. We are moving into a world surplus of wheat 
now. If we expect to dump our surplus—— 

Mr. Sanpers. Are we / 

Senator Anprerson. I am taking Senator Aiken’s statement for it. 
If we have the right to take our wheat and sell it at the two-price 
system in Australia, certainly Austrlia has the right to take its wheat 
and sell it to the United States. Before long, Iam afraid the farmer 
will not realize it. That is not the purpose of the two-price system. 
I am not saying it is. There are a great many things to commend 
the two price system. IT think we are into this other program now 
and the sole question is for next vear, is it wiser to go to high levels 
which we know will again throw the farmer into the lap of the Depart- 
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ment of Acri ulture at a let thei tix t e price of hits products, or WV 
it be desirable to keep it at what was a fairly stable level and try 
best to get Into the surplus we have so that the farmel deals W th the 
free market again / 

The ereal day that the American farmer had was when we h 
have wheat all over the earth and we had to enlist the good offices of 
selator Y« une to go out and persuade his farmers to sell on a cert 
ficate plan that brought them back $3.50 or so a bushel because they 
could see the Argenti e farmer vetting maybe S6 a bushel. 

Senator YoungG. Twas farming then and happy when Clinton Aj 
derson was Secretary of Agriculture and was out there begging for 
Wheat. It was a lot nicer than having to worry about surpluses. 

Senator ANbpERSON. We were vlad to bee for it The farmer needs 
his free market, he needs \ chance to get some of these prices oO 


casionaly that a reasonable carryover will give to him. ee m 
where he has to go to the Department every clay ane ‘Hlow many 


acres can I grow, and what price can I sell it : it, it is just not worth it 
Mr. SANDERS. Senator, | believe we are approa hy hea surplus ot 
la rh 


wheat 1h the world solely because the price im the Wol is too hi 


At the present time there are 15 percent more people in the world 
than there were prewar, with only 11 percent more physical food to 
feed them. You cannot say, under those conditions, if proper rela 
tionships prevailed between the nations of the world, that we are 
approaching a condition where we have a surplus of wheat im the 


world. It behooves this cCOUnTrY as the lead ne nation of the world to 
eally sensibly solve that problem some way 

Our present price support measures do not help us solve that prol 
lem. Phey just age 

Senator Scuorrre,. That is apparent with these tremendous sm 
pluses that we have built up. Senator Anderson and Senator Mundt 
und I want to get ny picture in here. 1 offered an amendment very 
pertinent to what the forme! secretary of Aoi culture, Senator Ande 
son, has said. It was the State Department's position that noth 
should be done about It at 
rather narrow, and I think in the long run is going to be shown to 
have been ill-advised. 

It would have permitted the very thing to happen that we ar 
striving for now, namely, vet rid of these surpluses, vet them over 
into these countries, take the materials or their currencies that they 
have over there and utilize them in our overall program to build good 
will and vive those peop le the food that they need, that they have not 
got. And vet we find somebody objecting, somebody objecting, some 
body objecting. We are confronted with a situation, as Senator Aj 
derson points out, that we are fully aware of now—are we going to 
drastically cut acreages, thus hurting some of the areas that produce 
historically, maybe one or two crops at the best in the geography of 


rravate the problem and make it worse. 





ll, taking a position which I thought was 


the country, and adapt to it, or are we going to cushion it as you sug 
gest, sir, bet ween those two figures that are represented n the types 
of legislation before us and over in the House? This is going to b 
a troublesome proposition. But somebody has vot to have courage te 
face it, whether we do it by degrees or whether we do it by one fell 
swoop. That is what is going to be pretty tough for somebody to 
take. But we are going to have to get rid of these surpluses and st 
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maintain that margin of safety that we should have in a world that is 
yet on the teeter-totter, little tinder-box stage. 

L for one believe that we are going to have to face up to it. But 
we are going to have to take a somewhat different view than has been 
expressed here before by some of those who in their judgment and wis- 
dom think that the State Department’s position is correct, which is a 
view that I do not agree with. 

Senator Munpr. Which reminds me, Mr. Chairman, I do not think 
there is much hope in this, but it is worth trying. Since we last had 
the State Department testifying on this, Mr. Linder, its economic chief, 
has resigned and we have a new Assistant Secretary of State from 
Nebraska. I am discouraged to hope for much from the State De- 
partment, but we ought to give him a whirl, get him here to testify 
on these problems and see what he s: ays. 

Senator Youne. We are spending about $500 million a year helping 
the French in Indochina. I suggest that about $60 million of wheat 
that we are giving to Pakistan will do a whole lot more to stop com- 
munism and build good will in Asia than $500 million that we are 
spending in Indoc ‘hina. 

Senator ANperson. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I do not mean to break 
in on Dr. Sanders. 

Mr. Sanpvers. I am enjoying it. Go right ahead. 

Senator ANpErson. I could not agree with my colleagues any more. 
Senator Schoeppel and Senator Mundt and Senator Y oung and I, we 
all want to get rid of this. We all tried to do something about it. 
When you try to do it you run into the official position that that is not 
the w: ay he go about it. 

Yes, it costs some money. Suppose it costs us $100 million to dis- 
pose oF a terrific surplus that we have on hand. The American 
farmer, if he is just breaking even, does not put any money into the 
income-tax department of this Government. When he starts to make 
money, he pays income tax on that, all the little merchants in his 
hometown start paying income tax, they begin to buy equipment. 

It is one of those things that we talked about that we speak of : 
velocity of trade, being more important than the immediate silence 
of it. I can’t help but believe that if we find some way of moving out 
these tremendous accumulations rather than saying we are going to 
store it in the street, we would be a whole lot better off. 

I do not completely disagree with your two-price system; I am not 
ee sold on it, but I am completely sold on the idea that is 
behind it, namely, that you cannot just suddenly stop the production 
of wheat in these areas that are producing wheat 

I don’t mean to do that. I say if you are not going to have any 
other program, then you have only an alternative. It does seem to 
me that the State Department might move it. I go back, if I may, 
to the situation that arose on ¢ otton, with which you are very familiar. 
[ do not have to tell you that the State Department fought me every 
inch of the road while I disposed of 7 million bales of cotton outside 
the United States. It was all wrong, it was all silly, and now we see 
somebody getting up on the floor and saying “The Government made 
$200 million tr ading i in cotton.’ 

They have forgotten about all the op position the State Department 
had to the shipment of this cotton around the country. We did not 
have good security, nothing was right about it. But it got it off the 
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market and the price of cotton in the United States began to move 
up because the farmer was dealing in a free market. I will tell you, if 
you get rid of a lot of these wheat surpluses, the wheat farmer in this 
country will get a whole lot better deal than he is going to get if you 
start storing wheat on the ground. 

Mr. Sanpers. I would say, Senator, to get rid of the surpluses we 
have, which we must get rid of and which we are going to have added 
to next year almost certainly, would mean income to this country 
regardless of how you got rid of it. 

Senator ANperson. I agree with you. 

Mr. Sanpers. I think it would mean income to this country and 
ehormous increase in our goodwill. That is the reason why the 
Grange is taking the position we are in this bill, even though, as we 
constantly bring up, we believe there is a much better way of support 
ing prices, May I say that I have often been convinced that the only 
program that would satisfy the State Department for agriculture in 
this country would be no program at all; no program at all. 

I think they would be satisfied with that. I think they are going 
to oppose nearly any program you devise to try to bring parity and 
equity to the American farmers. 

Senator Young. Following up the good statement made by Senator 
Anderson, I think close to 50 percent of all the people in the United 
States live in cities and towns of less than 2,500 population, who are 
directly dependent on agriculture, or on the farms. They represent 
tremendous purchasing power when farm prices are good. If these 
people have no pure hasing power we are bound to have a cle} yression 

Senator Anperson. Always. 

Mr. Sanpers. ‘To summarize the position of the National Grange on 
S. 2099, we would sav that although we would ayer not to find it 
necessary to support such ameliorating aateelibens of a program of 
restriction, but since we find it necessary to live with such a law for 
the time being, we are certainly in favor of introducing the desired 
fiexibilitvy and adjustments whch are carried in the currently con 
sidered law. 

Before closing this statement I would like to bring out some striking 
evidence of the violence that control of een, rigidly and uni 
formly applied to all States alike, can do in the case before your com- 
mittee. Keep in mind also that the great harm ie to economically 
sound production as between States is accentuated when the system of 
control is applied on the basis of a rigid historical pattern to individual 
growers, 

The attached table shows the change in average acres sown to wheat 
from the 1937-39 acreage compared with 1952 acreage, for the 11 
States where major increases occurred compared to the changes in the 
remainder of the country. These markedly varying changes in whe: 
production are largely the results of economic forces and the choice in 
crops produced by farm managers. That is the free choice of mana 
gers in producing what they desire to produce. 

During this period little control has been exercised. It will be 
noticed that for the 11 States total acres sown increased 37 percent b) 
1952 compared with a decrease of 20 percent in all other States com 
bined. In 1952 the 11 States showing marked increase under fre 
choice by producers, edie almost three fourt] 7.1 peree 
of the Nation’s wheat. 
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It is difficult to imagine the violence that would have been done to 
sound farm management and sound use of the Nation’s wheatlands 
had rigid control been in force during this entire period, Likew ise, it 
is clear that if control is to be instituted for the crop year 1954, and 
ullotments to States are to be based on the 10-year average figures, 
much of the adjustment that has taken pli we (a 37 percent increase in 
the 11 States and a 20 percent decline in all other States combined ) 
would be ignored or would be ser lously violated. 

Fortunately our Nation and the world did not suffer this violence to 
sound wheat and food production during these years because we were 
passing through a great world crisis during which all the wheat we 


could sr was needed. As a result economic forces pointed the 
way clearly to where it was sound to produce this additional needed 
wheat. Are we to now perpetuate this violence when readjus tment is 


needed, and which readjustment must be done under a totally ill 
oie apted price-support structure ¢ 

Recent figures released by the Food and Agriculture Organization 
of the United Nations reveal the fact that compared with prewar we 
have in the world 15 percent more people to feed with only 11 percent 
more food. In short, we are definitely losing the race with hunger, to 
say nothing about overcoming unrest by increasing the amount of food 
per capita for a world in which at least two-thirds of its people are 
hungry and ill-fed. This situation of hunger is the raw material out 
of which communism is springing up in all parts of the world. 

In the fact of this backdrop, the decision now before this committee 
on restricting total wheat production, the decision on shifting produc 
tion in greater proportions, from the lands on which it is best adapted, 
than it is shifted from the lands on which it is less adapted, takes on a 
significance that is global and is not confined to the farm fences of the 
individual farmer. You who have this decision indeed have a grave 
responsibility. 

As a nation we are saddled with a price-support mechanism that 
makes it impossible to avoid this grave error, since we cannot abandon 
price support to farmers who have already suffered a serious income 
slump. The National Grange knows of no way out of this predica 
ment under present price-support laws; a sound two-price, or multiple- 
price, system of support is the only way out, it seems to us. Under 
such a system we could live with our abundance and could make it a 
blessing to all mankind instead of facing it as a curse both at hom« 
and abroad. 
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Change in the acres sown to iwheat from the 1933 ) average to 1952. and the 
1952 production of wheat, for the 11 major wheat States and for the t 
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Mr. SANDI Rs. The table I have here reveals the percentage i crease 
in the various States of these 11 pru cipal Vheat-producing States, 
You will see that Colorado increased its proauction 3 times what it 
had as an average from 1937 to 1939. ‘That is, it increased its acreage. 
And the rest of them increased from 20 to 50 or T) percent. whereas 
the opposite has taken place in the States that produce a fourth of the 
total wheat that we have to put on the market or use each year. 

If control is instituted it will simply reverse that trend and will 
apply the control where necessary in those States that have, in response 
to economic demand, increased their production simply because they 
cai Increase it to an advantage over any alternative crop, whereas the 
other States that decreased their production dw ho that period did so 
because they could hot produ e wheat at an economic iWvahtage. 

Senator Young. Dr. Sanders, I worry about controls too, but 1 worry 
i Whole lot more about low prices, 

Mr. Sanpers. I worry about low prices probably more than my con- 
versation would indicate, Senator. But I do worry about controls 
because I believe that we will eternally have the probl ms we have here 
roday, maybe not so severe, wit] the present programs that we have 
i believe we can avoid that by a sensible system of supporting the 
domestic portions of our crop at whateve) price we think is wise and 
permitting the surpluses to flow out into the world market and actually 
vigorously seek markets for them at a reasonable price, 
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Senator Youna. If we were to lower the price of wheat or any other 
commodities to a level that would permit us to meet the competition 
of Communist countries or the Argentine and a multiple-price system, 
I am afraid we would force most of our producers out of business. 

Mr. Sanpers. You mean if we did that for all the wheat they pro- 
duce. We most certainly would. 

Senator Youne. Of course in effect we have a two-price system 
for wheat under the International Wheat Agreement for part of our 
production. But that is not a too satisfactory arrangement either. 
I think there is a great deal of merit to the two-price or multiple-price 
system proposals. I think they should be studied. 

Mr. Sanpers. Senator, far be it from me to—I may say it may be 
pretty bold, but I really believe the committees ought to be studying 
the alternative price supports very seriously during the rest of this 
session if they can find time. I don’t think we ought to postpone 
it entirely until the next session because the next session will be not 
long enough to give the serious consideration to what we should do 
about this that we need to give to it. 

I personally would like very well to see us examine the various 
proposed types of supports and compare them, and see their weaknesses 
and merits. I believe it would do us all good. 

Senator Youne. Are there any further questions ? 

Senator ScHorrreL. No questions, thank you. 

Senator Youne. If not, thank you very much, Dr. Sanders. 

Mr. Sanpers. Thank you. 

Senator Younc. The next witness is Mr. Gus Geissler, assistant to 
the president of the National Farmers Union. 


STATEMENT OF GUS F. GEISSLER, ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT, 
NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 


Senator Youne. Gus, it is a pleasure to have you appear before this 
committee. I would like to say to the committee that Gus Geissler 
was a farmer not far from where I farmed in North Dakota. He 
started out on the original AAA committee in Stutsman County as 
I did in LaMoure County. I got to know him later when he was 
one of the State PMA committeemen. 

Mr. Getsster. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a prepared state- 
ment and with your permission [ would like to read it. 

Senator Youna. Proceed. 

Mr. Geissrer. I appear in support of S. 2099, with certain changes 
and additions to be hereinafter suggested. The minimum national 
acreage allotment for the 1954 crop of wheat in section 5 we would 
recommend should be 66 million acres instead of only 62 million acres, 
which is the way the House bill is on this item. 

We favor the 66 million acre figure for two major reasons. First, 
we do not believe that the Nation at this time should take deliberate 
action to reduce the existing safety reserve of wheat. On the con- 
trary, we should maintain at least an acreage that, with normal yields, 
will maintain the present supply level. The 66 million acres will, if 
average conditions prevail, produce a crop that will neither increase 
nor decrease our reserves, but will leave us with a supply of wheat at 


the end of 1954 t approximately equal to the supply at the beginning 
of the year. , 
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Senator Young. You believe the 66 million acres would maintain 
our present carryover ¢ 

Mr. Geiss.er. I believe that was brought out this morning, that 
66 million acres at the national average yield over the past 5 years 
or so, would produce a little less than a billion bushels, and the esti 
mate of the annual requirements of the Department is about a billion 
bushels. 

We also favor the 66 million acre figure because it avoids the many 
difficult problems that would be involved in a too drastic readjustment 
in the agricultural economy of the wheat producing areas. The 
smaller acreage reduction required by a 66 million acre minimum, as 
compared with a 62 million acre minimum in this bill or the 55 million 
figure in existing legislation, will contribute to a more stable agri 
culture. Many of the wheat producers of the Great Plains and Pacift 
Northwest have already set aside their summer fallow and fields for 
1953. These lands will be avaliable for wheat production in 1954. Tf. 
however, acreage cuts are too severe ina single year, these Pp sroducers 
will be faced with allowing such lands to lie idle or to re-summet 
fallow them for a second year. Likewise, a drastic cut of wheat 
acreage in other areas would greatly disrupt established farm rotations. 

I also regret that the bill does not include revision of marketing 
quota and acreage allotment legislation respecting corn. 

I need not remind the members of this committee, you already know, 
our Nation has won more victories over communism with food than 
we have with shells. It looks now as if this may be even more true 
in the future. 

As important as are the ordinary economic and domestic reasons for 
maintaining an adequate safety reserve of wheat and feed grain, they 
are, in my opinion, overshadowed by the importance of food in the 
international political and psychological struggle. Dealing with 
wheat production and reserve supply policies you are dealing with 
national security policies just as surely as if you were considering 
appropriations for the military establishment. 

To take this factor adequately into account, in our judgment, means 
that we should provide for the development and maintenance of safety 
reserves of wheat and feed grains somewhat above normal safety 
reserve requirements. We should establish a special reserve that will 
be available to meet unforeseen contingencies that may arise in con 
nection with the cold war. 

Looking at our experience over the past 15 years, when several times 
we had large wheat and corn reserves, I am impressed by the fact that 
history turned out to show that those reserves were a blessing. Every 
time we've had them, we’ve needed them. Who today would want to 
predict with certainty that we shall not have oer failures or 
so-called abnormal demands in the future? For the Nation to be 
definitely certain that the free world will not be caught dangerously 
short of food and feed grains, the United States should maintain a 
safety reserve larger than 450 million bushels of wheat and 900 million 
bushels of corn and other feed grains. 

Existing legislation does not allow for, nor encourage, the produc 
tion and maintenance of safety reserves at anywhere near this level 
Under existing legislation, if marketing quotas for wheat are pro 
claimed, the national acre: ige allotment must be set at an acreage that, 
with average yields, the reserve supply will be reduced to approx! 
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mately 330 million bushels, more than 200 million bushels short of even 
normal safety requirements. Existing legislation also requires a cut 
in corn acreage to that required to reduce total corn supply to an 
unrealistically low supply level, in the event that corn marketing 
quotas should be proclaimed. 

We do not believe that would be a wise action at this juncture of the 
cold war to allow our reserves to be cut. We cannot perceive with 
sufficient clarity what abnormal demands may be placed upon our 
grain supply within the next 12 to 14 arene fmeter# this Nation 

should not in my opinion, willingly give its detractor: : the opportunity 
to say that the United States is A. vesrenrtrg cutting down on food 
production at a time when there are so many hungry people in the 
world. 

From this standpoint alone, if no other, there is sufficient justifiea- 
tion, we think, to restrain ourselves from great wheat acreage cuts at 
any point short of a super abundance commensurate with our domestic 
and international requirements. My own feeling is that the Secretary 
of Agriculture should not proclaim either marketing quotas or acreage 
allotments for wheat or corn to be harvested in 1954 and I say that by 
qualifying to this extent: If we can work out methods of getting these 
supplies to hungry people in other parts of the world. 

Senator Anperson. What would you feel would be planted? It was 

bout 78 million acres last year. 

Mr. Geisster. My guess would be about 74 or 75 million acres. 

Senator Anperson. Do you have any idea how much that would add 
to our surplus ¢ 

Mr. Getsster. It would add to our surplus on normal production to 
the extent that you multiply normal yield by the acreage above 66 
million. I am saying what I said here, Senator, in the context of 

vhat has been discussed here alre: acdy, that if we used the abundance 
of production in this country in our work with foreign nations and 
in our fight against communism and all that sort of thing, if we could 
work out ways of doing that and did work it out, then I think it 
a be a wise thing for us to use this production to the maximum 

1 line with good land use and all that sort of thing to build better 
re el: ations with foreign countries 

However, I realize that the Sec retary of Agriculture may have rea- 
on to view the implications of this situation somewhat differently 
und find that in good conscience he cannot utilize the emergency 
provisions. 

He may, therefore, proclaim marketing quotas for wheat and call 
for a referendum vote of the producers, on whether or not quotas 
should go into effect. 

The oe reaptives that would, in that event, be put up to farmers 
would be this, in my opinion. They could vote down quotas, thus 
er a wheat price support of 50 percent of parity—about $1.20 
per bushel. Or they could vote for quotas that call for a very heavy 
cut in acreage, for a drastic reduction in the Nation’s safety reserve of 
good grains but with the assurance of a 90-percent-of-parity support 
price. 

Farmers know they cannot cer wheat at $1.29 per bushel; they 
also know that to cut acreage by the extent required by present law 
would be to take an unnecessary risk with national security. Mr. 
Chairman, I say to you, wheat producers should not be required to 
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make a choice between such undesirable extreme alternatives. Ever 
more importantly, the Nation cannot, in wisdom and safety, afford 
to risk the results of requiring farmers to adopt either of these 
alternatives. 

Enactment of legislation providing for a 66-million-acre minimum 
wheat acreage in 1954 would allow farmers to vote for quotas without 
such drastic reductions in their acreages and without subjecting t] e 
Nation to such a grave risk to national welfare and security as would 
be involved in an attempt . reduce the wheat reserve to 330 million 
bushels or to a minimum of on ly 62 million acres 

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully urge enactment and approval of the 
provisions of an amended version of S. 2099, with a 66-million-acre 
minimum, prior to July 1 of this year, the date on which the question 
of marketing quotas for wheat must be finally decided by the Secretary. 

Moreover, I hope, and 1 respect fi illy urge, that ¢ OngyTress add addi 
tional provisions to this bill, consistent with its intent, on its way 
through the legislative process. Specifically, it would, in our judg 
ment, be wise at this time to revise the definitions of normal supply of 
wheat and corn to provide for large Vr carryover allowances and to 
establish a special contingency reserve for protection against unusual 
needs that may arise in connecti on with the troubled international 
situation. 

In this regard, mane the principles of the resolution introduced 
by Senators Mundt, Carlson, Young, Langer, Schoeppel, Welker, and 
Thye which would raise the carryover allowance in the normal supply 
of wheat from 15 percent of domestic consump ition and e xports to 350 
percent an id for corn from 10 pe reent to 20 percent while leaving the 
allowance for excess to remain at 20 percent of normal supply. 

We also support the principles of the bill introduced by Senators 
Humphrey, Kerr, and Murray, that arrive at about the same result 
by raising the carryover allowance in normal supply of wheat to 45 
percent—and of corn to 30 percent—while reducing the excess allow 
ance to 5 percent. 

In connection wit] 1 this proposed legislation, we also endorse the 
general idea of est: aE a special presidential contingency reserve 
in Commodity Credit Corporation. Here would be set aside, up to an 
amount equal to 20 percent of domestic consumption and exports, any 
wheat in the total supply that is above 125 percent of domestic con- 
sumption plus exports. 

The wheat in this contingency reserve would be insulated from the 
normal market by safeguards that will prevent its sale or disposal un- 
til the total supply of wheat or corn has dropped to less than 75 per 
cent of normal supply, or at such time as the President may determine 
that wheat to meet national security or foreign policy needs is not 
otherwise available. This contingency reserve would also be available 
to serve as the United States contribution to whi itever international 
food or famine reserve the free nations may in the future establish. 

Setting up this presidential contingency reserve would insure that 
this stored grain would not have any disturbing or burdening effect 
upon the regular grain markets. 

Moreover, and just as importantly, the establishment of speci ially 
earmarked grain reserve would have the added advantage of annout 
ing to the world that, as a Nation, the United States does specifically 
recognize the importance of food for emergencies, and that we have 
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made direct provision to do our part to provide for the food safety 
of the free world. 

Mr. Chairman, at this point in my statement, I should like, with 
your permission, to submit for the record of these hearings, the origt- 
nal recommendation made by Nattonal Farmers Union on this sub- 
ject of wheat and corn marketing quotas. 

It isa letter forwarded on May 11 from President James G. Patton, 
of National Farmers Union, to Congressman Clifford Hope, chair- 
man of the House Agriculture Committee. 

I also request, Mr. Chairman, your permission to insert in the 
record, letters from Farmers Union members and officials regarding 
the proposed legislation. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 

May 11, 1953. 
Congressman CLIFFORD HoPE, 
Chairman, House Agriculture Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Hope: Estimates of the Department of Agriculture indicate 
that the carryover stocks of wheat as of July 1, 1953, will be approximately 
575 million bushels Under present legislation this level of carryover would 
require the Secretary of Agriculture to establish acreage allotments for the 1954 
crop year and also proclaim marketing quotas. It is the opinion of the National 
Farmers Union that the reserve levels provided in the current legislation are 
inadequate to assure safe supplies of wheat at all time under present conditions, 
both domestic and international. We are, therefore, recommending that the 
reserve level be increased by changing the amount that is added to estimate 
requirements both domestic and for export from the present 15 percent to 30 
percent in arriving at the normal supply as prescribed by law, and that neither 
acreage allotments or marketing quotas be put into effect unless the normal 
supply is exceeded by 20 percent as provided in the present law. I need not 
remind you of the practice in past years of wheat stocks in backing up the foreign 
policv—India, Yugoslavia, and now Pakistan. Just suppose Thailand should 
fall: I’m hopeful it will not, but suppose it would. That would create a sudden 
and immediate need for a great increase in food-grain exports to Japan and else- 
where in Asia. 

We also recommend that a similar increase in the reserve level of corn be 
provided by increasing the present 10 percent added to the requirement figure in 
arriving at normal supplies to 20 percent. We also recommend that both acreage 
allotments and marketing quotas become effective simultaneously on the basis 
of the above-recommended formula. 

Under present legislation acreage allotments may become effective when 
marketing quotas would not be called for. In the late thirties and the early 
forties acreage allotments on several occasions were put in effect when it was 
necessary to proclaim marketing quotas. However, you will remember that 
at that time production adjustment and parity payments were made to farmers 
who complied with acreage allotments. Eligibility for price support was also 
conditioned upon compliance with acreage allotments. 

Since production adjustment payments and parity payments are not in effect 
now the only penalty for not complying with acreage allotments would be ineligi- 
bility for price supports. Under these conditions it is our opinion that if acreage 
allotments were in effect without marketing quotas there would be a high degree 
of noncompliance which would result in a high percentage of crops being ineligible 
for price supports and would place an undue burden upon the price-support 
program covering the eligible wheat. It is quite probable that the market prices 
under these conditions would consistently be at levels substantially below the 
price-support level and would result in all wheat and corn placed under loan or 
purchase agreement under price supports becoming the property of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation. It is for these reasons that we recommend that 
acreage allotments and marketing quotas become effective on the basis of a 
supply 20 percent in excess of the normal supply. 
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We invite your attention to the fact that under the present legislation covering 
marketing quotas there is no penalty provided for producing in excess of the 
farmer’s marketing quota. We believe that this was inadvertently overlooked 
in the review of the legislation several years ago. If marketing quotas are to be 
effective there obviously must be a penalty for exceeding the quotas 

Time is of the essence. Under the law the Secretary is required to proclaim 
marketing quotas no later than July 1 of the vear preceding the crop year for 
Which marketing quotas are to be in effect, and that acreage allotments must be 
determined and announced no later than July 15 and that a referendum must be 
held in which eligible farmers are given the opportunity to express their wishes 
in regard to marketing quotas not later than July 25. On the basis of present 
estimates our suggested amendment would probably obivate the necessity for 
acreage allotments and marketing quotas for the 1954 crop year However, 
until the legislation is changed the Department must proceed to determine 
National, State, county, and farm allotments 

This entails a great deal of work and considerable expense to the Government 
If action could be taken on the suggested amendment it would undoubtedly be 
possible to save these costs. 

Sincerely, 





James G. PAaTrTon, 
President, National Farmers Union 





FARMERS UNION EDUCATIONAL & COOPERATIVE OF AMERICA, 
KANSAS FARMERS UNION, 
Topeka, Kans., June 15, 1953. 
Mr. JAMES G. PATTON, 
President, National Farmers Union, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Jim: The Kansas farmers, particularly the Kansas wheatgrowers, are 
much disturbed about the pending program of acreage allotments and marketing 
quotas. We feel that a law designed to correct an unbalanced condition in 
agricultural production in 1938 (and fell far short of doing it) certainly needs 
some changes in 1953. We feel that under present unsettled world conditions 
due largely to hunger, that Congress should place a greater value on food as a 
weapon for world peace. We also feel that divine providence has been most 
generous with American producers of food through the past decade and that 
we cannot in the light of experience expect these favorable conditions to continue 
indefinitely to serve our fast-growing population. 

We think the legal reserve carryover established in 1988 is grossly inadequate 
for safety and security in 1953. We favor the provisions of the Mundt bill for 
doubling the legal reserve carryover and urge our Senators to support it. We 
favor the Hope bill for less drastic reductions in seeded acreage and the exemp- 
tion of small producers (25 acres or less) from marketing quotas in case market 
ing quotas are invoked. 

With the proclaiming of marketing quotas under the present law, producers 
would be forced to choose between two undesirable alternatives. They could 
vote for quotas and take a very heavy cut in acreage with an assurance of 90 
percent of parity support, or if more than a third of the vote was against quotas 
price support would drop to 50 percent of parity. It is taking a calculated risk 
on which way producers will vote. If quotas were rejected by farmers the grain 
market would undoubtedly follow the cattle market if not worse, with results 
that we do not like to think about. 

Kansas being the largest wheat-producing State would be seriously affected 
by the imposition of acreage allotments and marketing quotas under the present 
law. I am sure the Farmers Union is expressing the sentiment of Kansas 
farmers when we urge the Congress to bring the law up to date by supporting 
the provisions of the Mundt and Hope bills. 

Yours very sincerely, 
E. T. FORTUNE, 
President, Kansas Farmers Union 
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SoutH DAKOTA FARMERS UNION, 
Huron, 8S. Dak., June 16, 1953. 
Mr. JAMES G. PATTON, 
President, National Farmers Union, 
Denver, Colo. 

DreaR Jim: You may use this letter as you see fit when appearing before the 
Senate Agriculture Committee in behalf of revising legislation dealing with 
acreage allotments and marketing quotas for wheat and corn. 

The farmers of this Nation will undoubtedly be faced with a referendum on 
acreage allotments and marketing quotas. In discussing this with the members 
of the South Dakota Farmers Union, which numbers upward of 20,000 farm 
families, we find that they are supporting House Resolution No, 5451 which deals 
with marketing quotas and acreage allotments. It is very important that we 
bring marketing quotas and acreage allotments up to date and the general 
feeling is that a more adequate reserve should be provided for, and that a mini- 
mum of 66 million wheat acres be planted in 1954 to assure this Nation and the 
world that we are not going out of the business of producing wheat for food. 

We also feel that farmers with an historic acreage of 25 acres or less should 
not be required to comply with marketing quotas so that any farmer with this 
small an acreage would not be required to vote on acreage allotments or market- 
ing quotas. We further feel that the 400-bushel requirement should be stricken 
as that would only cause confusion and added administrative costs. 

We feel that Senator Aiken’s bill of a minimum of 62 million acres is too 
drastic a cut in 1 year because of the great increase in population and so many 
hungry people all over the world who are looking to the United States for 
food, and further, the uncertain situation facing us relative to war and unrest 
all over the world. 

We agree with the House amended penalty clause reducing the penalty from 
50 percent of parity to 45 percent for any excess marketing. 

The farmers are also conscious of the fact that this referendum must carry 
by a 6624 percent of the producers and if this percentage is not favorable the 
support price on wheat will drop on the 1954 wheat crop to 50 percent of parity. 
They, therefore, feel that the United States Department of Agriculture must 
carry on a vigorous campaign to warn the farmers of what will happen if they 
fail to vote. On the other hand, if they do vote marketing quotas and acreage 
allotments it is very important that Congress amend the present law as not to 
allow such a drastic cut as that in our present law, because either way will 
effect very adversely the wheat and corn farmers’ income for 1954. 

Fraternally vours, 
SourH DAKOTA FARMERS UNION, 
PAuL W. OPsAuL, President. 


FARMERS EDUCATIONAL AND COOPERATIVE UNION OF AMERICA, 
Texas DIVISION, 
Groom, Texr., June 16, 1958. 
Mr. JAMES G. PATTON, 
Preside nt, National Farme rs Union, 
1400 New York Ave. NW., Washington, D. C. 


Dear Jim: In regards to our present law on marketing quotas, which has not 
been changed in any way since 1939. I think it should definitely be revised for 
these reasons. Our population has increased considerably since then, making 
an automatic increase in home consumption of wheat, also we have more com- 
mittments to ship wheat abroad than we had then. This coupled with our 
continued world tension, and need of wheat in the countries of the world, where 
people are hungry, to me definitely indicates that our reserves should be in- 
creased considerably. If these reserves are not increased we may very suddenly 
find ourselves short of wheat, which is the staff of life. I also believe that if 
the law as it is now is not changed that farmers will be tempted to turn down 
quotas, because of the large cuts in acreage. This will be beeause of the con- 
tinued high cost of production despite a general price decline in farm commodi 
ties. I am afraid too many will not realize that if they turn down quotas that 
the price support will be cut to 50 percent of parity. This in itself will bank- 
rupt an awful lot of farmers. 

Farmers have too much money tied up in high-cost equipment and other pro- 
duction costs to be able to stand a 25 to 35 percent acreage cut and leave these 
acres idle. So much of our wheat land is not adaptable to other crops, this would 
mean an automatic cut in their income of 25 to 35 percent which they cannot 
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stand. For these reasons it is a real necessity that our minimum acreage be 
increased as well as our carryover reserves. 

Almost all of our Texas wheat farmers are in grave financial shape now, due 
to 4 years of continued droughts. We will have rough going even if we had no 
cuts in acreage for next year, and can raise some crops again. There should be 
some way to make an exception to the rule in this drought area, and not cut our 
acreage so much, percentagewise. 

I hope that you can help out in this fight to raise our acreage allotments, also 
to raise our reserves to a more adequate level. 

Kindest personal regards. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Frep HAIpuk, 
President, Teras Farmers Union. 

Mr. Getssuer. | appree iate the ¢ ourtesy of the committee in hearing 
this statement, and the oppertunity to appear before you on this very 
unportant subject. I shall be happy to answer any questions you may 
have within my competence. 

Senator Young. Are there any questions ? 

Senator Munpr. Do you have any proposed amendment in connec 
tion with this legislation, Mr. Geisler, which might provide for these 
ine reased carryovers, to be included in a bill to be introduced. 

Mr. Geisster. We have not prepared any, but we would be happy 
to do so if the committee desires. 

Senator Munpr. I think the committee would like to have a chance 
to look at them. 

Mr. Geisster. They would be the same thing. 

Senator Munpr. But in the form of an amendment to this partic- 
ular bill. 

Mr. Geissuter. We can do that if the committee desires. 

Senator Younae. I wonder if you heard the discussion this morn 
ing relative to the penalty provisions under the present law with 
respect to small producers of 15 or 20 acres of wheat if they used that 
wheat for feed purposes and did not sell it. 

Mr. Getsster. I did. 

Senator Youne. What is the thinking of the Farmers Union? Do 
vou think the present provision should be retained or should it be 
liberalized so that producers of 15, 20, or 25 acres, "nae the 
number is determined to be, could use that wheat for feed if they did 
not sell it, without penalty ? 

Mr. Geisster. Our position would be, and we take this reluctantly 
because we are not very enthusiastic about controls, if you are going 
to have controls I do not see how you can make those « ‘ontrols effective 
without controlling all parts of it. 

Actu: ally the comput: ition as to what your allotment should be, what 
your quotas should be, includes wheat for feed, wheat for seed, and 
human consumption plus export. 

Then if you take one of those elements out of there and free the 
use of that element, you would of course add to your total supply 
of wheat. 

The other thing, of course, that it would do which was discussed 
many times in considering legislation in the past, is that it would 
undoubtedly force an unusual amount of wheat into feed and thereby 
create supply complications with other competing feeds 

The corn people, for example, have always brought that particulat 
question up. 

Senator Young. You were State administrator of PMA and State 
chairman. You were also regional administrator in the Denver 
office ? 
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Mr. Geissiter. Yes. 

Senator Younc. And also president of the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration. Do you recall much bad experience with respect to that 
preenaee in the past when we had acreage quotas ¢ 

Mr. Geisster. No. Of course we had our normal amount of com- 
plaints but I do not think the complaints from the people who wanted 
to feed their production were any greater than from people who 
thought they ought to be able to m: arket their excess production. Not 
as far as I can remember, at least. 

Senator Youna. Did it result in many lawsuits? 

Mr. Geissuer. In proportion to the total number of acreage allot- 
ments and marketing quotas in effect, the degree of noncompliance 
was remarkably low. 

There were some losses of course. You understand this: If a man 
has excess wheat, if he stores that and seals it as you would under 
loan, and leaves it in there, he does not have to pay any penalty, and 
he is also given permission to market the rest of his crop if he wants to. 

Senator Munpr. From your experience, do you think the expansion 
of the number of exe mpt acres to 25 would he ‘Ip materi: ally In ge tting 
a favorable vote on this adoption of the quotas ? 

Mr. Getsstrr. I think, Senator Mundt, that it would help greatly 
because any analysis that you make of past referendums will indicate 
that your unfavorable votes came in the smaller acreage farm States. 
Kansas, for example, the Dakotas, the west coast wheat States, voted 
a very high percentage. The last referendum we had, the State of 
Kansas voted by about 95 percent favorably. 

North and South Dakota by 96 percent. 

Senator Munpr. It seems to me we will be in a terrible fix if we 
have that vote and it is rejected and goes down to 56 percent of parity. 

Mr. Getsster. Yes, sir. A year from now we would be very un- 
happy. 

Senator AnDEeRsoN. This morning, Mr. Chairman, I asked the attor- 
ney from the Department if he could point to a case where a farmer 
had been brought to court where he had produced only for his own 
consumption. 

He assured me that that was the case in Wickard versus Filburn. I 
have before me that case, 317 U.S., page 114, where it points out that 
the appellee for many years past has owned and operated a small 
farm in Montgomery County, Ohio, maintaining a herd of dairy 
cattle, selling milk, raising poultry, and selling poultry and eggs. 

It has been the practice to raise a small acreage of winter wheat, 
sown in the fall and harvested in the following July; to sell a portion 
of the crop; to feed part to poultry and livestock on the farm, some 
of which is sold, to use some in making flour for home consumption ; 
and to keep the rest for the following seeding. 

This was a farmer selling a portion of the crop. I think it is going 
to be hard to find a case where that is not the situation. 

Senator Youne. I am glad you inserted that in the record, Senator. 
If there are no further questions, we thank you, Mr. Geissler. 

_ The committee will stand recessed until 10 o’clock tomorrow morn 
ing. 

(Whereupon, at 4:10 p. m., the committee recessed, to reconvene 
at 10 a. m. Friday, June 26, 1953 
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FRIDAY, JUNE 26, 1953 


Unirep Strares SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND ForeEstTRY, 
Washington. PG. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:18 a. m., in room 324, 
Senate Office Building, Senator George D. Aiken (chairman) pre 
siding. 

Present: Senators Aiken (chairman), Young, Mundt, Schoeppel, 
Hoey, Johnston, and Anderson. 

The CHarrman. The committee will come to order. 

We will continue the hearing on S. 2099, a bill to amend the wheat 
marketing quota provisions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938, as amended, and for other purposes. This morning we are to 
hear the recommendations of the American Farm Bureau Federation. 
They are to be presented by Mr. Frank K. Woolley, legislative coun- 
sel, who is accompanied by four farm bureau presidents, represent- 
ing different parts of the country. 

Mr. Woolley, will you come forward and tell us what the Farm 
Bureau thinks of this bill. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK K. WOOLLEY, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, 
AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION; JOHN TAYLOR, PRESI- 
DENT, OKLAHOMA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, OKLAHOMA 
CITY, OKLA. ; R. FLAKE SHAW, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT AND 
SECRETARY, NORTH CAROLINA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
GREENSBORO, N. C.; RALPH T. GILLESPIE, PRESIDENT, WASH- 
INGTON STATE FARM BUREAU, SPOKANE, WASH.; AND CHARLES 
MARSHALL, PRESIDENT, NEBRASKA FARM BUREAU FEDERA- 
TION, LINCOLN, NEBR. 


The CHatrman. Mr. Woolley, will you proceed with your state- 
ment ¢ 

Mr. Woottey. We havea prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, which, 
if it please the committee, we would like to go through. 

The CHarrman. You may proceed. 

Mr. Wootiey. The American Farm Bureau Federation, represent 
ing 1,492,210 farm families in 47 States and Puerto Rico, appreciates 
this opportunity to present the views of the organization with re 
spect to S. 2099. 

We want particularly to commend the committee for holding hear 
ings on this important subject, in view of the far-reaching effect that 
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this legislative action may have on the economic well-being of farm- 
ers and the country generally. 

The importance of this subject is attested to by the fact that a 
number of State officials of farm bureaus have seen fit to take time 
out of busy schedules to come to Washington and give you the bene- 
fit of their experience and judgment with respect to this subject. 
These men are: Mr. John Taylor, president of the Oklahoma Farm 
Bureau; Mr. R. Flake Shaw, executive vice president of the North 
Carolina Farm Bureau Federation; Mr. Ralph T. Gillespie, president 
of the Washington State Farm Bureau; and Mr. Charles Marshall, 
president of the Nebraska Farm Bureau Federation. 

With the permission of the committee, I shall make a general pre- 
sentation for the American Farm Bureau Federation and these gen- 
tlemen will comment on certain specific aspects of this proposed 
legislation. If it would please the committee we would like to com- 
plete these general statements and then collectively participate in 
answering any questions that the members of the committee might 
have on the basis of whichever one of us might have the information 
available. 

When H. R. 5451, a similar bill introduced in the House, came to 
our attention, the American Farm Bureau Federation promptly asked 
the State farm bureaus from the major wheat-producing areas to 
send representatives to a meeting in Omaha, Nebr., on June 11, for the 
purpose of specifically discussing and analyzing the proposed legis- 
lation and recommending to the board of directors of the American 
Farm Bureau Federation a recommended line of action. 

[ am sure that you are familiar with the fact that the policies of 
the American Farm Bureau Federation are formulated through the 
resolutions process, beginning in the counties and then moving through 
the States and finally the annual national convention. The voting 
delegates from the 47 States and Puerto Rico finally set the pattern 
of our activities for the ensuing year. Inasmuch as this issue had 
not been specifically raised in our resolutions it was necessary for us 
to convene the interested States, and their actions were approved 
by the executive committee of the board of directors of the American 
Farm Bureau Federation. Accordingly, the testimony we are giving 
today is based upon the thinking of the wheat producers who are 
members of the State organizations making up the American Farm 
Bureau Federation. 

While the bill before the committee deals with the question of pro- 
ducers’ responsibility in bringing supplies into line with demand, 
it also touches upon other serious and broad aspects of the adjustment 
program. Before commenting on the detailed provisions of the bill, 
L think it would be in the interest of a clear understanding of our 
position to set forth the background and philosophy of the Agricul- 
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, and to summarize how we 
have reached the place in which we find ourselves today with respect 
to wheat supplies and prospective markets. 

During the 1920’s and early 1930’s not only wheat farmers but 
farmers generally were diligently seeking a solution to their problem 
of finding adequate markets to absorb their production at a fair price. 
In view of the considerable experience that this committee has had 
with this problem, I am confident that you are aware of its broader 
aspects. Therefore, we shall summarize this background 
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The fundamental provision of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938, as amended, which was the outgrowth of this search DY 
farmers for a solution to their problems, was that the machinery of 
Government should be made available to farmers in order to assist 
them in bringing supplies in line with demand, in return for reason 
able price supports. It Was recognized that to keep price supports 
from being an unreasonable burden on the Federal Government that 
producers had the responsibility of keeping supplies in line with 
demand. It was also recognized that price supports should not be 
set at such a level as to suspend the recording of people's wishes 
through the mechanism of the market. It was thought when the 
act was formulated that farmers would not be forced to submit to 
dictation by the Government but rather would have the choice, through 
free elections, of determining the broad provisions of the program, 
that is, restrictions with reasonable price supports or no restrictions 
and little, if any, support. The first effort of price support on the 
part of the Federal Government ended in failure due largely to the 
fact that no mechanism was available for bringing supplies in line 
with demand. 

In the final report of the former Federal Farm Board. the follow- 
ing statement appears: 


No cooperative system can successfully accomplish its purposes unless pro- 
duction is coordinated with marketing * * *. Attempts to effect production 
through general advice * * but without definite organization for the 
purpose had little effect * * *. Experience with stabilization thus demon- 
strated that no measure for improving the price of farm products other than 
increasing the demand of consumers can be effective over a period of years unless 
it provides a more definite control of production than has been achieved so far 

The act of 1938 recognized this with respect to wheat and section 
351 reads in part as follows: 

The conditions affecting the production and marketing of wheat are such 
that, without Federal assistance, farmers, individually or in cope ration, cannot 
effectively prevent the recurrence of such surpluses and shortages and the bur 
dens on interstate and foreign commerce resulting therefrom, maintain normal 
supplies of wheat, or provide for the orderly marketing thereof in interstate and 
foreign commerce. 

The Agricultural Act of 1938 provided for price supports for wheat 
of from 52 to 75 percent of parity. The members of the committee 
will recall what happened to the production of wheat, and particularly 
to the carryover of wheat, while this re of the law was in effect. 
In 1942 the carryover of wheat as of July 1 was 631 million bushels 
up to that time by far the highest in vies: In 1943 it was 619 mil- 
lion bushels. As we all recall these so-called surpluses at that time 
soon turned into “strategic reserves” due to the outbreak of World 

uw IT. 

In 1942 the Steagall amendment was passed providing for 90 per 
cent price supports on the basic commodities for the duration of the 
emergency and for a period of 2 years thereafter. The basic reason 
ing was that the 2-year period after the eme rgency was provided to 
give producers and ‘the Congress an opportunity to develop a perma 
nent, long-range, peacetime agricultural program and to make an ot 
derly adjustment from expanded wartime production in order to avoid 

chaotic situation similar to the one we experienced after World 


War I. 
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Under this incentive a great expansion in wheat production took 
place In 1942 the harvested acres of wheat in the United States 
were about 53 million. In 1945, at the conclusion of hostilities of 
World War II, the harvested acres of wheat were approximately 69 
million. The readjustment was not made, partly due to the con 
tinuance of rigid 90 percent dual parity price supports which stim 
ulated production in excess of demand. In 1952 the harvested acres 
of wheat were over Ty » million acres, By the continuation of this 
wartime measure producers have been encouraged to grow wheat in 
excess of any genuine market demand. 

Attached to this statement Is a table setting forth the supply and 
distribution of wheat in the United States from 1909 to 1952. You 
might just look at that You will notice in column (6) that the 
exports of wheat were highest during World War I, World War II. 
and immediately after the wat As a matter of fact, in 1948 our 
exports went as high as 506 million bushels. The avernge annual 
export of v heat for the period since 1945 has been in the nelehborhood 
of 400 million bushels. However, in the period 1935-39, a prewar 
pel od, the United States export of wheat was about 63 million bushels 
per vear and in 1941 was only 28 million bushels. The high exports 
that producers of wheat have enjoyed over the past 7 years have been 
made possib le because of the willingness of the United States to sub 

sidize these exports both in the form of grants and other aid to import 
ing countries and under the international wheat agreement. The de 
mand has not been a firm market demand for wheat. As a matter of 
fact from 1948 through 1952, 33.5 percent of the exports of wheat 
from the United States were financed by either ECA or MSA pro 
curement authorization. In addition to this amount we have subsi 
dized exports through the international wheat agreement over the 
t-vear period at the rate of 63 cents per bushel or a total cost of about 
S580 million. 

A part of the reason for these high exports was the lack of produc 
tion in other countries. However, in 1952 world production of wheat 
reached the highes st level in history namely, 7.920 million bushels. 
Supplies of wheat for export or carryover in the 4 prine ipal e xporting 
countries—the United States, Canada, Australia, and Argentina in 
March 1953, amounted to 1.475 million bushels. which is 585 million 
bushels more than a veal earlier. The large size of the 1952 world 
wheat crop contributed to our net exports declining to around 300 
million bushels for the 1952-53 marketing vear. 

Senator Scrorrrer. Would you mind a question at this point? Or 
would you wish to finish your statement ? 

Mr. Woouury. It is really immaterial. We prefer to go clear on 
through it and then pick up questions. 

The Cuamman. You are about halfway through now with your 
formal statement ? 

Mr. Woou.ry. Yes. 

The decline in wheat and flour exports in 1952, as compared with 
the prey ious vear, Was about 20 percent and these exports are con 
tinuing to go down. 

[f wheat farmers are to continue to produce at high levels we must 
greatly expand markets. The greatest hope for this e xpansl ion 1s in 
xports. We must face the fact that the agricultural facilities of the 
United States have been greatly expanded and that the production of 
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the vericultural plant i h that far exeeed r present fir 


mearket demand. We must solve the probl m of find ne m irkets for 
this production or face the most far-reaching adjustments in om 
agricultural economy. 

Fundamentally acreage allotments, marketing quotas, or increased 
carryovers will not solve this marketing problem. We should not 
lose sight of the fact that produc! ne for market and marketing is om 
real problem. We can build up the carryover in the hands of the 
Government, but sooner or later we must ome own to the | 
proposition of marketing wheat. The higher the carryover of — 
the more the V de press the market and make prices depel dent upon 
Government action rather than upon the forces of supply and de mia l, 

c arryover of stocks as of — 1, 1952, was estimated at 256 million 
bushels. The carryover as July 1, 1953, is estimated to be 580 
million bushels. On the ete June 10 erop eport, id assum 
ing a domestic and foreign market next year equivalent to what we 
now have, the carryover of wheat will be in excess of 700 million 
bushels. Seven hundred million bushels exceeds the largest carryover 


in history. Domestic needs for food, seed, and commercial use is only 
oSO million bushels. Thus, we could have a 100 percent total crop 
failure In 194 and still] have enough to more than take care of our 
clomestic needs. 

The situation with respect to wheat cannot be considered by itself 
since wheat can be used both as a feed grain as well as a food grain. 
The supply of corn from a feeding value standpoint is one of the 
highest in history. The feed situation report of the Department ot 
Loriculture on May 99, 1953, shows that the stocks of corn on and 
off farms as of April 1 amounted to 1,808 million bushels as compared 
to a 1947-51 average of 1,563 million bushels. The situation with 
respect: to other principal feeds is also abundant. Accordingly, it is 
unrealistic to expect to find any substantial feed market outlet for 
excessive supplies of wheat when there is a more than adequate supply 
of feed grains. 

The percentage carryover provided in the wheat marketing quota 
luw has been referred to by some people as providing for “a scarcity 
economy.” The facts with respect to this situation do not support 
such a contention. On the basis of a domestic consumption of 700 
million bushels of wheat for all purposes and an export of 300 million 
bushels, allowance of 15 percent carryover would amount to only 150 
million bushels. It is inaccurate to Say that the 150 million bushels is 
the ac tual earryover provided for in the legislat ion. A compal ison ot 
the actual figures for determining the marketing quota supply posi- 
tion and the allotment level that would be calculated pursuant to the 
present provisions of the law bring out the fact that the law allows 
for a much larger carryover than 15 percent. 

Attached hereto is table No. 2 showing ap yproximate ly the ‘oe 
which will have to be used to arrive at a marketing a uota an d acrea 
allotment determination for 1954 plantings. The estimated domestic 
consumption for 1952-53 is 670 million bushels. This 3 is according to 
the latest report we just received from the Bureau of Agricultural 
Economics. It came out yesterday. The estimated domestic consum] 
tion for 1952-53 is 670 million bushels. Exports for the period be 
ginning July 1, 1953, and ending June 30, 1954, are 315 million bus! 
making a total demand of 985 million bushels. Section 301 (10) « 
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~ Agricultural Adjustment Act provides that to this amount should 
be added 15 percent for carryover, which would amount to 148 million 
bushels. This added to the billion bushels would give a normal supply 
of 1,133,000,000 bushels and to this 20 percent is added 227 million 
bushels to arrive at a figure of 1,360,000,000 bushels as the level at 
which marketing quotas may be declared by the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture. The carryover on Ju ly 1, 1953, has recently been estimated to be 
ASO milbon | hel pad the prodn hn aceor ling to the June 10 crop 
report is-1.132 million bushels. ics amount added to 5 million esti 
mated imports makes a total supply of 1,717 million bushels. This is 
considerably in excess of the m: arketing quota level. When the Secre 
tary is reculred to determine how much the acreage allotment shall 
he, he is directed to use the 10 year adjus ted average domestic con 
sumption and the 10-year average a. exports, plus 30 percent 
thereof which amounts to a total of 1.398 million. Inasmuch as the 
domestic consumption and exports amount to only a billion bushels 
and the formula in the law for determining allotments results in pro 
viding for a production of 1,898 million, obviously the carryover allow 
anee, or in other words the allowance for production in excess of 
market demand, is about 400 million bushels—not 148 million bushels. 
With the change in these figures, as you can well see, that would be 
15 million bushels more, so that it would be actu: ally 413 million bushels 
difference between the domestic consumption and exports and the 
amount allowed for in the determination with respect to calculating 
the allotments. 

There is another fundamental fact with respect to determining the 
carryover which operates to cause the supply to actually be greater 
than the 400 million bushels indicated—namely, the figure is caleu- 
lated as of July 1. Southern Great Plains wheat of the new crop be 
gins to move a month and a half in advance of July 1, and by that 
date we can normally expect to have harvested in this country con- 
siderably in excess of 100 million bushels of wheat. 

The 55-million-acre minimum allotment provided by law is 10 
million acres more than is needed to produce a sufficient supply of 
wheat in 1954 to result in having available a supply of 400 million 
bushels in excess of expected market demand. In other words, if no 
minimum allotment were provided in the law the allotment to be 
issued by the Secretary to bring supplies in line with demand would 
be only 45.8 million acres, using an average yield of 15 bushels to the 
rere, Thi of ecovrse, is on the meh side. sinee it is a re oOoNnizert 
fact that the probability of getting a higher yield on a smaller acre 
age 1s very great. 

From the fore voing, it can be seen that the prese nt law prov ides for 
an abundant sup P ly of wheat and that the actual carryover is many 
tine n exes | 1D percent sed in one of the enlet lations of the 
formula provided in the law. In looking at the specific provisions of 
S. 2099 we cannot lose sight of these major considerations, and such 
action °° is taken with respect to the det: all ot this bill ou olt to le 
consistent with the basic objectives of finding markets and staying 
with the fundamentals of our present program until we carefully 
work out some ‘thing better. 

We will comment on the provisions of the bill in sequence, rather 
than on the relative importance of the items. 
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Section 1 proposes modification of the present act by changing the 
basis for determining the wheat yield from 10 years to 5 years. Since 
this question was not raised by H. R. 5451, as reporte : by the House 
committee, which we considered at Omaha, we are not able to comment 
specifically on that provision at this time except to say that it was 
not considet ‘ec. 

Section 2 (a). providing fora L pe reent nation - acreage allotn ent 
reserve for wheat, is a desirable prov ision for bringing about equits able 
allotments with the minimum amount of acreage. 

Section 2 (b), providing for this ] l-percent reserve to be used for 


additional allotments to counties because of reclamation and other 
hew areas coming into the product on of wheat, IsSaisoa desirable pro- 


* rs vision whieh we —- 

In section 2 (c) we do not agree that it is desirable at this particu- 
lar time to ch ange the basis of apportio} ¢ the national allotment 
among the States on the basis of 5 vears rather than 10 years as now 

; . provided. 

In section 2 (d) we approve th provision for establish ngas per- 
cent State reserve primarily on the basis of past acreage of wheat. 

We recommend approval of proposed changes in section 2 (e) and 
section 2 (f) of the bill. 

We also favor moving forward the date from 1940 to 1950 as pro- 
vided i) ection % (9 of the bill. 

The Farm Bureau opposes section 3 and section 4 (b), which have 

he t fect of increasing the qua City ot wl eat that can he produced 

the farm and not br biect to marketing quotas from 200 to 400 
bushels and increasing the minimum a reage allotments which can 
be planted and not be ubie > 2 quotas from 15 acres to 2%) acres. 
The reason for our opposition is that such changes will result in a 
eizable percentage of the farmers being inelig ble to vote on quotas, 
and that it will involve a substantial percentage of the total whe 
production in the United States. The Department of Agriculture 
representatives testified before the House Committee on Avriculture 
that it was their estimate that with the 200-bushel and 15-acre exemp 
tion 51.6 pe reent of the farms presently do not qualify the owners 
and oper: ators the ‘reof to vote on marketing quotas. Lt the ¢ xemption 
is increased to 400 bushels and 25 acres, approximately 65 percent 
(64.8 percent ) of the farms will be inel Oo ble. This question of 
ineligibility to vote on quotas has serious impli itions of disfran- 

7 : chisement for a high percentage of wheat producers. For example, 
in Minnesota with over 1,300,000 acres of wheat, it is « stimated that 

82.4 percent of the farms are ineligible, which means that about the 

same percentage of farmers would be ineligible to vote. In North 

Carolina, with over 400,000 acres of wheat, 97.5 percent of the farmers 
would be ineligible to vote. In Mi higan, har ne well over an 1] On 
acres of wheat, 95.1 percent of the farmers would be ineligible to 

{ vote, and even in North Dakota, with about 10 million acres of wheat. 


18.3 percent of the farmers would be ineligible to vote. In Kansas 
with an acreage in excess of 14 million acres, 31 percent of the farmers 
would not be eligible to vote. 


The regular wheat producers in the Great Plains area and other 
important producing areas question the advisability of reasing the 


minimum acreage allotment which exempts a high percet tage of 
producers and a high percentage of the production from marketing 
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quota penalties, They realize that it is moving in the direction of 
encouraging the nontraditional wheat producer to take the market 
away from the regular wheat producers. It should be pointed out 
that not only are we in a marketing-quota position with respect to 
wheat, but we are ina quota position with respect to cotton, and there 
IS a poss bility that we may be in quota position with respect to corn 


in 1954. We are facing the situation of having substantial acreage 
diverted from cotton and corn and to the production of other farm 
commod Cie Now if we are to have diverted acres on cotton and 
possibly corn, we may be inviting producers in areas that can produce 

these crops to clivert from these crop to the production of wheat. 
There is also the feeling that if we encourage additional production 
ot wheat o tside the tracditi nal commercial wheat producing areas, 
that we will have broug! t about a situation which will tend to penal 
ize the regular commerce al wheat orower, The regular wheat orowers 
vill be called upon to male 1 oreater acreage reduction and the reby 
will hold an umbrella over the wheat growers who are exempt. It 
sho ld als be considered that In the so-called commercial wheat 
these producers have few alternate crops for their diverted 

cres but the proaucers that would be covered by this in reased mi 
l hi, Genel lly speaking, have many more alternative uses fol their 
1s t resources, Nevertheless. one can expect to find more and more ot 
them go hg mto wheat 1 nder a highe exemptiol ; For ex umple, Con 


vressman Andresen of Minnesota said on June 4, at page 5 of the 
earring before the Hous » Committee on \o7 iC) lture, that : 


pens to be a typical district, because the farmers there are 





» going into the sovbean and wheat 
and barley and oats productio cash grains 

In the case of bi rley tobaeco, the Congress found it desirable to 
decrease the minimum r: ther than increase it. Some of the same 
consideratiol are inherent in the wheat situation as were inherent 
in the burley tobacco situation. 

Section 4 provides for changing the penalty from 50 percent of 
the basic-loan rate to 45 percent of parity. We favor continuing 
the law with a penalty at 50 percent of the loan rate. In order to 
clear up any ambiguity that might exist with respect to whether or 
not a 15-cent-per-bushel penalty is in effect with respect to wheat, we 
suggest the deletion from the act of section 339, which now reads as 
follows: 


Any farmer who, while farm marketing quotas are in effect, markets wheat 
in excess of the farm marketing quota for the farm on which such wheat was 
produced, shall be subject to a penalty of 15 cents per bushel of the excess so 
marketed 


- Te nn ee 


ee a id 


———— 


moe 
a a es 


WHEAT MARKETING QUOT 


If need be the language prov 


basic-loan rate should be 1 tated 
S. 2099 provides for increasing 1 
ment from 55 million to 62 mille 
At the Omaha meet Oo e | 
increase the } mum f1 DD om 
unanimous opinion of this produ 
entirely too high and would ad 
over, Turther adding to ( 
adjustment. As a consequ { 
a figure of 60 million as tl 
previous discussion of 
p! es thnorol ohily na ites \ Ny 
In summary, there is a deep-se 
of the America arm But iF 
bility, using the machinery of Ge 
supplies into line w iemal 
ports. Likew { ~ it | tL! t 
must share in th responsib 
ductive capacity of our present ag 
ent firm, effective market demand, 
conditions in agricultu ( 
markets 
The \ me can I’; r 1 
sideration to t ( proble of expan 
youl consideration S O12 G. 0 
tive device for ppr ching 


sound basis. 


Continued stimulation of pro 


1 


we do not have effective man 


very economic foundation of t 


e 


we pul product on and marketino Ol 
1 . 


} 1 


help to insure that the last creat 


1 
} 


nomically sound in order to conti 


} 


aT 


rar 

~ 1) 
t 
cers 
Dro 
en 

() 
Lo. 

t 1 e¢ 
) a 
Li¢ Tt) 
e the 
that 








68 WHEAT MARKETING QUOTAS AND ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS 


(The do 


TABLE 1. 


1St k ’ 


‘uments above referred to are as follows :) 


Wheat: Supply and distribution in Continental United States, 


ED 
Je 





1909 





Mil. t Mi Mil. 
739 8 91 
{ Q] 
R4 68 47 
8 612 149 
O12 607 i388 
l, ) 242 
& " Q4 
44 5S ) 
64 , 
1,( 4 3] 
13 579 268 
43 603 208 
89] ( 134 
979 613 & 
4 x4 a 
) 6 
S4 677 104 
7 656 144 
| » 138 
Q 
( 
t ot 
“ 66 18 
$ 
668 28 
f 949 9 
4 1,2 3 
99 10€ 
38 S84 } 
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TABLE 2.—Wheat, 1953 


{Data from B. A. E. Crop Report, June 25, 195 
MARKETING QUOTA | ACREAGE ALLOTMENT 
| 
Normal demand Normal years—10-year adjusted 
Willi n| 
Ss lv: bushels oe Y I t l 
Supply : | Average consumption 
Domestie (52-58) 670 | Domestic 115 
Exports (538-54) : 315 Export G0 
985 OF 
15 percent carryovel 148 30 percent 023 


Normal 1,183) 1,398 
20 percent M. Q < 297 | Te carrvovel } ited as 


— July 1, 1954 732 
1, 360 
otal supply Production we ( 666 
Suppl) Average yield ishe 15 
Estimated carryover July 1, 1953 ind ed tment 14.4 
1953 : 580 Present law 55 million acres 
Estimated production 1953 1, 132 | mum is too high by 10.6 llion 
Imports ; bhai 5 acres 
Total supply 1.717 
If 190 mill dedu rf t] 
be 476 mi n bushe ‘ 15 s ‘ 


The Cuainman. Mr. Woolley, have your State presidents who a 
with you separate supplemental statements to present formally ? 


Or are vou « pen for questions ? 


Mr. W oou.ey. he membet present fire m tT! vVarrous States Vv ld 


like to comment on thi veneral statement and ( oO 
questions and answers. 
If it would please the committee, Mr. Taylor, of Oklal i—Mr. 


] 


John Taylor—would like to comment. 

The Crarman. Mr. Taylor comes fro State t us re 
troubles than wheat trou les right now. 

Mr. Taytor. That is correct, Senator. 

The CHarrMAN. We would be glad to hear y proposals for a 
wheat program. . 

Mr. Taynor. Thank you, Senator Aiken, and mei rs of the com 
mittee. We have not “prepar d formal statements on this subject. 
We had to hurry our consideration of this bill and present it very 


hurriedly. The meeting at Omaha was quite re} ntative of all 
the wheat-producing States and many States id a gor many repre- 


sentatives there. 

We did discuss this as the statement would presume, in detail, and 
we were unanimous in our decisions what we have reached in this 
statement. 

I feel that it is in the best interests of not only the wheat pre ducers 
but our entire economy that we have a good look at this situation, so 


that we can bolster and stimulate a sound program in wheat 
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| bel eve that 1 all that l have to Say at this time. If there are 
questions of course we will try to answer them. 

The CHarrMman. We might have the four statements first and then 
ask | questions as we set fit of the representat ves of the organiza 
tion. 

Mr. \\ OLLEY. Mir. shaw, who 1s a vice president and executive 
secretary of the North Carolina Farm Bureau, has been working 
with 1 ¢ e programs for vears al a he would be interested in tel] he 
yol ibout how this wheat program affects the tobacco programs and 
what he sees North Carolina in connection with it. 

The Cuarrman. We will be glad to hear from Mr. Shaw. 

Ir. SHAW Mr. Chairman a 1d members of the comm ttee, 10 18 not 
assumed by the people of our State that we want to tell the wheat 
producing areas of the country how to write a program, but we 
would like to give the benefit of our experience in dealing with these 


prog! I) is they attect the commod Cie Ih North Carolin 
Wi have 594.000 a res of flue-cured tobacco and about LO.Q0O0 aeres 


of burlev that have been under rigid programs, Of course we dr: 


{ 
about seven or e aht hundred thousand acres of cotton and we have 
100,000 acres of wheat and 200,000 acres of peanuts 


Three of our programs have been under quotas back through the 
years. B irley and flue cured tobacco have been contil uously under 
Lt 

We found especially in the case of flue-cured that we could not 


tolerate a \ kind ot exemptions for any size grower. It has the 
unanimou pport of the growers from year to year. They all vote 
. : 


and they all take the same reductiot f and when the acreage has to be 


In the case of burley, there was a minimum exemption at one time 
but { ) early wrecked the bhi rley program that the producers 
themsely isked that the nil imum be reduced. It was reduced by 
the last Congress and will probably have to be reduced again if the 
prog il ontinues., 


The CHarrMan. There is a little object ion to that from certain parts 
of the tobac '0-8TOWING area. 

Mr. Suaw. In addition to that point we have never asked for price 
supports at any level unless we did have allotments in effect on tobacco. 
We do not have acreage allotm«e nts if we do not have pl ce supports 


at any level. 


The comparison between the two as to how they operate, the tech- 
nological n iprovements in the pro lu ing of wheat, even 1n oul State, 
have me int a ewood deal to the wheat producers. 

‘| here is, in the proposed b 1] by the House, tremendous ady intage 
for the North Carolina producers because we are all small. But in 
fairness to the wheatgrowers and in recognition of the fundamental 


problen s ol this overal] program I fee] 


ment of the majority of the better thinking people when I say that 


ure that we voice the senti- 


we would hate to see that minimum raised from 15 to 25 acres. 

I have here the resolution that has been reaffirmed from time to 
time, which reads as follows: 

Ve reaftirm o stand for price supports at 90 percent of parity if the supply 
is kept in line with demand through acreage adjustments and marketing quotas. 


That is the position of our resolution and it has been so for many, 
many years, 
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Senator Jonunsron. Did vou discuss the increase from 15 to 20 acres 
and 200 to 300 bushels ¢ 

Mr. Suaw. Did we discuss it ? 

Senator Jounsron. Yes; at any of your meetings. 

Mr. SHaw. At the meelings Ww here we have talked about this all of 
our people have been very, very happy to leave that provision as it is. 


In the meetings in which we have dis ssec t the Teeling in our 
mtate has been that it should be left as is, with 15 acres minimun il dl 


200 bushels allotment. 

The CHairMan. Who is the next sp akel 

Mr. Wootntey. Mr. Ralph T. Gillespie is the president of the Wash 
ington Farm Bureau. He represents the Pa Northwest area and 
has great knowledge of that area. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Gillespie. 

Mr. Giuitesere. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
would like to visit with you a little bit about the conditions out in 
the Pacifie Northwest. In the first place, in the State of Washingtor 
wheat accounts for one-fifth of the total come of the State and whe 
accounts for one-fourth of the agricultural incon 

so actually in the State of Washington heat ccounts Tor one 
twentieth of the total income of the State. So it is an Important item. 
In the long time average product on for the State of Washington i 
has run around 60 million bushels. 

In the last few years it has inereased to the pomt v here in 1952 it 


was up to 81 million bushels—a little over 81 million bushels. 

In 1953 the June estimate s that we w il] have a ttle over 82 hh llion 
bushels. That shows the tremendous increase in the production of 
wheat out in the State of Washington. 

The same thing is true in the Pacific Northwest, which we think of 


as Washington, Oree Nl, ind Idaho. | he long time average produc 
tion out there was around 100 million bushels. But in 1952 the pro 
duction was Lol million OUSHeIS, and the estimate for 1953 1s 155 
million bushels. 

That in itself shows the great need for expanded exports and mar 
kets, but another thin 
the last few vears we have lost a lot of our historic markets. 

In other words, we are not using wheat for feed any more, we are 
even shipping corn from the Middle West out there and we have lost 
our soft-wheat, pastry-flour markets in the South, in the East, and in 
California. 

The increased frelg 
really need a world trade from that area. We have some of the 
greatest ports 1n the Nation Portland, Vancouver, and Seattle that 
are natural for exporting of wheat. 

Another trouble is that under world-market conditions Canada 
has heen underselling us right to the North. ‘I he Canadian oTOWePS 
say that they raise wheat to sell and 
States seem to raise it for the Government. 

Senator Younc. Would you mind an interruption there? The 
Canadians under the wheat pool have a two-price system, too | he 
set an arbitrary, rather high level for domestic consumption and 
a lower arbitrary price for exports. 

Is that not true? 


r that agegravat the situatior S that auring 


ht rates have caused that to some extent. We 


1 
} 


n some cases we in the United 
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Mr. Grutesrre. That may be so. The fact is that they are able, 
somehow or othe r. to 1 nderse 1] us most times on the world market. 

menat Youna. And their freight rates in the interior are approx!) 
mately one-t rd of what ours are. 

Mr. Gittesrizr. That could be. We need to remember, I think, the 


basi p! tlosophy DACK of all three oft our agricultural acts of 1938, 
1948, and 1949, 

It has been our feeling out there that we need a program to give 
prot 0 to Tarmers against unrea onable price declines, to give 
{ ers, through commodity loans, the opportunity to do a more 


orderly marketing job, and to give the farmer an opportunity to sel] 


his product in the market place at a good price, 100 percent of parity 


or more if he can get it; to carry on at a minimum cost to the Federal 
Government vith a minimum of regulations and contro] of the 


farme ictiVITV on Tt »>Tarm; al (| fifth, to provi ie an nucreage allot 


ment and marketing quota machinery whereby farmers can contro] 
the production and thus keep a balance between supply and demand. 

[ t! lk is alwavs be : nderstood all the time that it was the r¢ 
| the farmers to keep supply in line with demand in- 
stepdad of 1 eY the respo i lity ot the Government to do SO, 

| \ 1¢ 1] oO} 

Senator Jounstron. We have to make the controls 

Mir. Gu | > L ci ro he machine Dut en the wl ! 

ould have e opportunity to gear that machinery i Chat is the 
point 
” » J ve You have nanv far ’ hard to cear it.) 

Mr. Gu gE. I do not kne Oo} e are ov » kee 

ln | ep if ork ry SS We ¢ ive lt >the Tari 
( \ ( ol ot tand geal if 

\\ ( lat the cont ra in} | » t] Lor itura 
\ t } MVIne ies oO WwW rk, 

We \ lat t] } ( I relatio se, that the wheat 
rl } i | } LV ¢ isin ul 
1] e mH | mn \ n. livestock may ind fruit 

asi I 

ynmittee | * int State of Wa noton we have very 

! ment of those ommodit produce) ind we ne 7 a “Wr 
support in keepine the good parts of our farm program and if we 
( rs ppol O Kpect tT eep our cl CO %g 
Uy} t 

| ny he a e] | wheatorowe I well rem 
be} n that cde | edt wing World War I] Dag o the 
ssten¢ 1 | ' hi Drie pport It i 17 1; Incentive 
prog? on pr For the war effort is were an Important protein 
product We re illy we { oO W l that ren of northern Idaho. 


eastern Wa neton, and a little part of northeastern Washington and 
stepped up our produet ion of dry edible peas about four times, vetting 
to the place where we were raising three-fourths of the dry edible peas 
raised in the United States 

With the 90 percent support price going on through 1945-48, we 
really built up a surplus. The Commodity Credit had peas every- 
where. In 1949 the support price was dropped to 60 percent. The 
growers did not complain about that. They thought that was a logical 
thing to do. 
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But in 1950 the price support was removed entirely without the 
grower being given a chance to st productio controls of any | id. 
Warehouses were bulging with Commod ty Credit sto ks of peas and, 
of course, the market coll: t} sed and so di id th » pea industry. 

Then, to make It worse, supports were maintained on Austrian peas 
in 1950, so that the Commodity Credit Corporation had Austrian peas 


running out of their ears, too. 

They still have large supp lies of Austrian peas. Lhe thing that I 
would like to eniphas Ze is thi: AL We clo not waht to lose the vood parts 
of our farm program like we lost it in the situation on the peas. 

I hope that we really work at this job of keeping the good parts of 
our program and working for improvements on it. 

Thank you very much. 

The CHairmMan. The next witness ? 

Mr. Woort.tey. Mr. Charles Marshall, president of the Nebraska 
Farm Bureau Federation, of Lincoln, Nebr. 

Mr. MarsnHaui. Mr. Chairman, I would like to concur in the Farm 
Bureau statement as has been presented here. 

The figures and statistics involved in the statement were submitted 
to the wheat growers who were present at the Omaha meet ing on June 
11, at which time there were 11 States and 23 men in attendance at this 
conference for discussion of the wheat problem. 

The figures presented at that time were really a little different than 
they are at the present time because of the fact that the more recent 
wheat report to the Bureau of Agricultural Economics that came out 
on the 25th—yesterday’s report; that was really printed and avail- 
able the 23d—indicates about 92 million more bushels of wheat than 
the report that we were using at the Omaha meeting at that time. 

As Mr. Taylor indicated, the figures presented there we all agreed 
on the statement of position on the bill that we had available at that 
time, even with 92 million bushels less than the present report indicates. 

There was a very unanimous decision and feeling with regard to 
everybody taking this reduction; that is, the number of acres that 
you might produce be fore you Came under the provisions of the 
marketing quotas should not be increased; they should be maintained 
at at least the 15 acres and 200 bushels. 

The increase to 66 million acres, it was felt by the group present, 
would be too high because of the fact it would stabilize wheat produc- 
tion at a level which would keep us constantly with this high supply 
of wheat on hand. 

It would not be in the direction of providing an adjustment toward 
lowering the supplies on hand at all, and with supplies at a_ point 
so far above where the statutory requir ments require marketing 
quotas and acreage allotments, it would simply be a per petnanion of 
the high supply which would make us continually under this program 
and having a heavy surplus over us as a pressure on our market. 

There is one other item that was included in i bill that was p: _ 
by the House, acted on by the House, which was not discussed at the 
Omaha meeting and is not a part of this asda sh ar bill. 

Mr. Chairman, if I might. I would like to mention it. That is 
the proposal or amendment that was added to the House bill which 
provides for a later date of voting on the marketing quotas—being 
extended into August rather than the July date. 
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My farm is in Nebraska, in Perkins County, in the strictly wheat 
area. I served as county chairman of the triple A committee in my 
county for a number of vears. 


At that time there wa ilwayvs a request al da desire on the part 
ot wheat producers that we have the date of voting and the deter 
mination of whether we were to have marketing quotas and any of 
those t pe of restrictiol placed 0 product on ata early a date as 
possible to allow a farm rto adjust his operat ons to conform with the 
req ( if the | that | ay ng asked to meet when he does 


In my parti lar area, in the pat handle of Nebraska, the south 


western part of Nebr iska and on dow}! into the areas of Kansas. we 
tart plant Y” wheat Wwe ve Tor mManV Vears- —iround the 20th or 
2th of August. if we have sufficient moisture, and we usually have 


rie ture at that time of year ol the summer fallow. 
We do not have the Hessian fly WOrT) there that they have farther 


east and in other areas, and we re extremely anxious 1n those areas 
to get a cover on our summer fallow ground for the fall and winter 
erowing period so as to protect it from the wind erosion, 

( o1 equel tly it Is necessary that we get planted as early as we 
can. If the date Smad later thai the present July date it will carry 
t! period of indecision over to a still later period which in my 
opinion, based on my experience in the county committees and meeting 
with other counties in that Great Plains wheat area, would be definitely 
L handicap to the operation because the e boys have to have the r seed 
wheat r Ldy, they have to have it dusted, eraded and ready to plant 
Wd Fo 


Che closer you get to this point in all of the items that enter into his 
decisiol is to what he is vroing to pl int and so forth, the more of a 
hand ip it WV ill prov de. 

I r that reason, I th nk the « hange toa later clate, as Was included 
in the House bill the other day, is not good for the wheat producer. 

I believe that is about all that I have at the present time, Mr. Chair- 
man, unless there are questions. 

The Cuamman. I wonder if the president from Oklahoma would 
care to comment on the August 15 provision. 

Mr. Taynor. I would, and another one if I might, Mr. Chairman. 
I certainly agree with Mr. Marshall in that statement. 

Our plar ting iseven earlier than his. The farmers know what they 
are going to | ible to do well in advance much better than later. I 
would also like to comment, Mr. Chairman, on another matter. 

There seems to be some feeling that this minimum acreage allotment 
is a demand on the Secretary, or that is what it will be. That is not 
the case. The Se retary has the authority to determine what the mini- 
mum acreage allotment shal] be. but that it will be no lower than the 
figure expressed in the bill. 

We discussed that matter at Omaha very much and it was perfectly 
agreeable with our group to leave the figure as it was because the Secre- 
tary has the authoritv to determine what the acerage will be as long 
as it will be no lower than that. 

I want to bring that out because there is a feeling that if that amount. 
which is 55 million expressed in the current law, that that is what the 
minimum acreage allotment will cite. That is not true. 
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Senator Youne. I am not sure that that is discretio ary Nel itol 
Anderson 4 

Senator ANpersoN. I was not of that opinion. thought that | 
had diseretion to leave quotas ent rely. But whe e estab ed 
acreage allotments he had to follow the formula set fort] \ 
unless the formula brought hin uit with a figure below 551 


| think under the law he would have to use t+ Mion by one 
Interpretation. You were here, Mr. Woolley, \ I is a i ne 
this with Mr. Bae 
Under he terms of the law as M Ba e| terpre , he We a 
have to use a quota of about 44.4 as you have her oul itement 
Those are the figures that I vot out of the BAE repo i l apparent! 


vou lor ked al the same fioures. 


well vesterday. 


Fifty-five million acre sas low as he can go. But actually, 1f you 
tale out the feed and seed, it would come do t »| MIO res 
Senator Young said humorously, but actually trut y; t they 
could cut the whole wheat production out entirely L still take care of 
domestic | roduction. 

Senator Young. Isai lif yo \ kept on figuring, there wouldn't be a L\ 
need for farmers to prod eat all next year. 

Senator ANpERSON. I quite agree with Senat Y« ot t nothing 
would oo greater in tragedy than to get them below 50 about 55 
million. I do think that whet it comes to Goins tbove 55 million, the 
Se retary would have to have authori \ by lay ; to have dis 
cretion, 

Do you happen to know, Mr. St unton ¢ 

Mr. Sranron. No: he has no discret unl he determines that 
there is “a nat ional emergvel Vy. In Spec ! | Situatiol he CYeHSE { 

Senator ANpErRsoN. If there is no national en ero’ he } to 
pile it on the eround., I probably can testify on that p ni because | 
had a little of that to do at one t me. Whe vou sta to iv toa town 
in Oklahoma, “You provide no parkil o on one side of vour street 
and have one way traflic on the other side, and pile grain there and 
spray it with this material the An Force uses to mothball airplanes. 
and maintain that grain to be sure it is all right.” the Secretary of 
Agriculture does not get much sleep while that voing on 

It is a horrible thine to go through, and I do not anticipate the 


present Secretary of Agriculture is going to enjoy the storage of grain 


on the eround this season. 


But if you do not eive hima low figure. do not require ti to state 
a low figure on acreage, he is going to stav awake nights for the rest 
of his years in there because this thing is not going to cure itself 


at all. 


You can get the grain so bad that you have to throw some of it away. 
I went through a little of that with the potato business and that 1 
harder to explain. My advice would be that we make it as easy on him 


] 


as possible, Mr. Taylor, and not try to let him use discretion. 
I think we ought to fix a fioure if you want to go above the 
million that is definite by law so he does not have to orry about that 
That is a responsibility we ought to share with him, | think 
Senator Youna. Senator Schoeppel 4 
Senator SCHOEPPEL. I Was very much intereste hn youl 
minimum acreage that would be allowed to be exen pt from t ting 
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“business. Mr. Shaw, you answered very quickly one phase of it 
the tobacco industry. I know we are going to have to wrestle with 
the problem of w hether we are golg to go over 15 or some reasonable 
floure, or increase the bushelage. Your experience down there defi- 
nite ly showed that with the new methods that could be indulged 1 
they could increase production on the minimum acreage and go to it 
quicker, probably, than the greater acreages. 

Your experience added to your problem, did it not 4 

Mr. Suaw. It intensified it. It almost wrecked the peanut pro 
gram. It amounted to this: We had to cut tobacco at one time 40 
percent to get back in line when we got overplanted in flue-cured 
tobacco in 1940. 

Senator Scnorrren. I was practically born in the wheat field 
western Kansas. I am inclined to believe that these wheat operators 
are not going to be any less ingenious than you found your tobacco 
people. 

I am not so sure we are not going to get in trouble unless we face 
up to this. I did want to say one thing, Mr. Woolley. I made a 
little notation. You pointed, and very properly so, to the increased 
production beyond our shores. That comes into focus now as a result 
of our export or lack of export trade. 

We are encouraging these people in foreign countries to operate 
better and more modern machinery chen its utilization and expense 
can be taken care of, and we are even furnishing some of that; greater 
fertilization of all kinds is being taught them. 

Do you see, in the foreseeable future, any reduction in production 
in these foreign countries ? 

Mr. Woottey. The 1952 world wheat crop was a result of increased 
acreage and increased _— Whether or not you get the same fine 
weather that we had in 1952 throughout the world, like we did, is 
of course questioned. 

But there is not any doubt but what the facilities for the produc- 
tion of commodities are expanding in other areas of the world as well 
as in the United States. 

Along with the expansion of production you have got to expand 
your consumption and your mi arketing. ‘That is the big point that we 
are interested in. The Canadians, as you know, had a bumper wheat 
crop and the only limitation on their sale of that wheat has been 
their transportation facilities to get it out. 

Canada is marketing a fine quality of wheat. We produce fine 
quality wheat in the United States in many areas. ve we 
do not market it, however. By the time we get through blending 
it with inferior quali ty wheat, we are marketing a fom desirable 
produc t than our Canadian competitors. That shows up in our world 
market as well as price also. 

Senator Scuorpret. That is all the more reason why we had better 
try to expand our markets, even with the reduced acreages which I am 
convinced we are going to have to come to—the specific amount I do 
not know, and I believe that we may be too high yet. I firmly feel 
that we may be a little too high. But that is all the more reason why 
we had better look to some expansion of this foreign market. I will 
say with all due respect to my distinguished colleague here, and former 

Secretary of Agriculture, and Karl Mundt we my friend at the head 
of the table, Milton Young, that some of us have offered for con- 
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sideration legislation to legitimately expand our foreign markets 
where our surpluses are concerned. But we have met w ith considet 

able resistance from the State Department and some of our Federal 
officials who look always on the foreion side of this thing. That 
seems to me to be the only way that we are going to get rid of some 
of these surpluses on a legitimate basis, build up a lot of goodwill. and 
yet take care of some of our problems here at home. 

I believe that despite that, whether we get this legislation imple 
mented or not, we are going to have to come to a reduction of acreage 
program. Do you concur in that? 

Mr. Wootiry. Yes. We believe that we are in this position: that 
the wheat carryover as of July 1, 1954, is in by now. A lot of people 
do not have that concept in their minds. The carryover of July 1, 
1954, wheat is here now. There is 1.717 million bushels of wheat i 
existence today in the United States. 

Senator Youna. If this crop goes through. 

Mr. Woottry. Yes; that is right. 

Senator Youne. May I interrupt? 

Senator ANperson. A lot of the crop has already gone throug! 

Senator Young. May Lask a question at this point? 

Senator ANDERSON. Certainly. 

Senator Youna. I understand spring wheat in Nebraska is badly 
affected by rust, or at least to some extent. 

Mr. Marsnaty. We have very little spring wheat. It started in, 
the rust infection. It is just a drop in the bucket in our production 
because we have it in only those 2 or 3 north counties. Then the dry 
weather hit and arrested it entirely. It will not be a factor in om 
production in Nebraska. 

Senator Youna. We have what appears to bea very serious drought 


situation in the Southwest. Let me tell you somet ing that is very 
serious in our area right now. I had a eall this morning from | 


think a person who is the best authority in the Northwest on rust. 
He lives in Minneapolis and is the head of a big organization. He 


tells me that the rust situation there is very serious at the present 
time, and it is doubtful whether we will have any durum croy 
all. By the time the new durum crop comes in we will not hay \ 


bus! el of durum wheat left over for macaroni and otner purposes 
He feels that this rust situation could well destroy most if om } 
We have never had if this early before, and we have never had more 


favorable conditions for rust. When we have rust to the south of 
us we invariably have it very bad in our area. We can rarely esea 
il bad rust situation wl enh Wwe have it to the south of us. 

On top of that we have this new 15—B rust which is the rust 
showing up now. That is a new rust for y we have 
resistant varieties of wheat. That presents an alat ne situatio | 
wonder if we aren’t worrying too much about surpluses. It se 


to me that when God Almighty has been so vood to us for ¢ 


vears and given us unprecedented crops that somehow 


be so ungrateful or worry so much about a little surplus. We 

to be able to take eare of surpluses better than e cao. 
Senator ScHorrret. I will say to the distinguished a o 

man of the committee here today, that for the last 7 years 


western Kansas area we have had an unprecedented run of su 
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crop years. We used to figure 1 out of 3 good ones, and then taper off 
for the other two. Sometimes 1 out of 4 was a good crop. But we 
have had seven wood crop years In our area. Last year it was too 
dry, hence you will note what Kansas production will be, which is 
one of those things that climatic conditions have taken care of. I 
am wondering about something else, the voting on this program. 
How essent lally k this reduction of acreage W il] 
be in voting this progra am or defeating it ¢ You have members in 
Ohio, and members in some of these other States that have a great 
percentage of small farm acreages that are put to wheat. What was 
the experience 1n the tobacco areas? 

Mr. Suaw. No difference, Senator. Our people, the small growers, 
percentagewlse, went along with the other people. There is no differ- 
ence at all 

Senator Scnorrren. There has been some alarm expressed, and some 
INquIrle ibout what the result would be if we did not prov ide for these 
exemptions on certain minimum hgures. 

Mr, Woottey. That poses a real problem. According to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture’s figures under the present 15-acre minimum and 
200-bushel minimum some 12.2 percent of the total production, they 





estimate ind I think their estimate is low—is exempt from market- 
ing quotas. If you change it from 15 to 25, and from 200 to 400, their 


estimate is that it will be over 20 percent of the total sebeabn This 
begins to be a rather serious amount of the market that is completely 
out from under penalties. As I indicated in my statement you have 
some statements here that are going as high in some areas as 97 
percent, of the orowers of a commodity who are not entitled to vote. 
This begins to attack the very fundamentals of the proposition that 
the producers are the ones who are voIng to decide whether or not 
they are going to vote quotas on themselves or not. To say that a 
person is not affected by a ao because he does not have to pay a 
quota penalty is just a little bit liberal with the English language 
because, take a farmer in Ohio, Indiana, or Illinois, he is going to be 
given an acreage allotment of 5 acres, let us say. He can plant 25 
cres and not have to pay a marketing quota penalty, but he cannot 
get price support, and not being eligible for price support he is actually 
being penalized in rel: ationship to other wheat producers. 

Senator AnprERSON. Not being sub ject to price support does he not 
jeopardize the market a little bit in the years when you have a 
tremendous surplus? 

Mr. Woout.ry. It is a complete insurance policy that the market 
will never even come close to being a market that reflects parity. One 
of the primary ob yjectives of Farm Bureau is that farmers get parity 
and that they get it by the oper ation ot supp rly and demand In the 
market place. 

Senator ANnprerson. In a free market. 

Mr. Woot.ry. In as free a market as you can have, recognizing full 
well that it should not be completely disorganized by the kind of 
things we got into during the depression. 3ut whenever you get a 
supply that is more than the total domestic use for an entire year in 
advance you know good and well that the real market. is absolutely 
going to be destroyed. There are some people who are anxious to 
destroy our markets. We are not anxious to do that at all. We want 
to keep them strong. 
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Senator Anpberson. Is it not true that if you had 20 percent of the 
crop free, moving in the market and destroy Y it, that you have a 
whole lot greater threat than when you have only LO or 12 percent ¢ 

Mr. Wootuey. That is right 

Senator ANpEeRsON. I will be opposed to any Increase ibove 15 acres 
or anything above 200 bushels. Do I understand that the Farm Bu- 
reau is of the same opinion ¢ 

Mr. Wooutiey. Yes, sir. I think it is very important for this com 
mittee to understand that this is the reflection of the wheatgrowers 1n 
the commercial wheat areas as well as the other areas. They unanl 
mously agreed at Omaha that this Was hot vood for the Kansas wheat 
farmer, the North Dakota wheat farmer, the South Dakota wheat 
farmer, the Montana wheat farmer, the Pacific Northwest wheat 


farmer, nor the Ohio or Indiana or Illinois wheat farmer. They all 
aoree this is not the right thing. 
Senator YOUNG. How manv wheat farmel clid you ive at that 


meeting / 

Mr. Woottey. We had I would say about 11 or 12 States represented 
at that meeting, and all of them are wheat farmers that came to the 
meeting. 

Senator YouncGe. Do you think they ex vct ly represent the feelh Ot 
all the wheat farmers / 

Mr. WooOLLrEY. No. I do not think they exactly repres { everybody 


in North Dakota. I do not think that anybody exactly represents 
anybody in a representative system. You just cannot. Obviously 
there are people who have differences of opinion every county and 


every State on ay subject. But they certan ly reflect the feeling ot 
a high percentage ot the peopl conne ted with the lar Burea 

senator Yo NG, I think the vote, whethei tis favorable or not, will 
depend a Whole lot on the campaign conducted or position taken by 
the Department of Agriculture and the American Farm Bureau 
Federation. Suppose the wheat quota comes to a vote What w the 
arm Bureau do? 

Mr. Woouitey. The Farm Bureau, I am sure, supports whole 
heartedly the Agricultural Act of 1938, as amended, which provides 
ror quotas when you are 11 a quota position, a 1 | am sure they will 
be doing everything they know how to see that the Tacts are brought 
to everybody's attention with respect to it. 

Senator YounG. Will you en ourage them to vote for quotas or cs 
courage them / 

Mr. Wooutery. I have no reason to believe that they will do anythi v 
except encourage them to do so. The resolutions of the farm bu 
reau’s tor years have ( ndorsed the idlea of market hg quot is. acreage 
allotments, and the responsibility of producers keeping supplies 
line with demand. 

Senator You NG, I would favor the retention of the L>-acre proy Slo! 
if 1 thought all of the facts were brought to every farmet If 1 
facts were brought to them I think they would vote favorably. If 
quotas are turned down you will have D0 percent supports and prol 
ably $1.25-a-bushel wheat. That would not only seriously affect the 
wheat situation but corn, feed, and everything else. I think it would 
probably be the start of the worst depression we have ever had. ‘The 
situation is bad enough now. 
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Senator Anperson. I think vou can trust the De partment of Agri 
culture to present this thing fairly. I think you can trust the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture to encourage the voting of quotas. The De part 
ment must know that this situation is such that quotas will be required. 
I would not worry at all on the 15-acre limitation, Senator Young, 
because you woul | have the Farm Bureau, you would have the Grange 
and you would have the Department of Agric ulture, I am sure, mili 
ti antly suggesting the desir: ibility of these quot: is, 

Senator Youna. I think a whole lot will depend on just what effort 
is made to get to the individual farmer and get the facts to him. If 
they all were aware of the situation I think the vy would vote favorably. 

Senator ANpERSON. We had a problem one time—Mr. Woolley may 
remember it, I have forgotten what particular quota it was—we were 
afraid they were going to turn down quotas at one time. I cannot 
remember whether it was peanuts or tobacco. It was one or the other. 
We were afraid there would be a bad vote on it. I remember that 
we had some student of the law. Do you recall that ? 

Mr. Woout.iry. Peanuts. 

Senator Anprerson. I did issue some statement, or allowed Steve 
Pace to issue a statement—I do not believe the Secretary can get 
into it. Steve Pace brought up a statement in which he stated what 
he thought the position of the Departme nt woul | be. That was wide 
ly circulated in front of the election. They did vote the quots is and 
were happy they voted them. What Mr. Shaw says about the oper 
ation of the tobacco program coul | not be more true. The way that 
has been administered, the way they have worked with it, has certainly 
shown the desirability of the quotas if you have reasonably good 
sup ports. I do not believe there is a doubt in the world | ut what 
the organizations that ought to support such a quota drive would 
support it, Senator Young. I would not say that if I were not really 
sure, 

nator Youna. Mr. Marshall? 

Mr. Marsrautyu. The comment I have to make, Senator, is based on 
the meeting that I attended last Tuesday night at Miller, Nebr., which 
is in the extreme west edge of Buffalo County, out just past the middle 
of the State, east and west; at which time I spoke at the meeting. I 
knew I was coming back here and knew the provisions of the bill in 

House and I discussed this item of raising the acreage from 15 
to 25 acres. This is the reaction I thought you would he interested 
in since you raised the question. 

There were a number of questions asked. One fellow in particular 
who is a fairly substantial producer of wheat said, “I am in favor of 


marketing quotas and intended to vote for then - but if they are cong 
to exempt evervbody that produces 25 acre that runs un to « ver half 
of the wheat producers | am against ita (| | \\ || vote tf » | ill quotas 


if they raise that acreage because 1f they are FON to leave those fe] 
lows out we might as well be a l out.” | hat is a statement he ma ie, 
I saw several other fellows ae there and I watched the rea tion 
to that statement, and I Saw half a clozen fellows nodding their he Alcs 
[ think it will work in the direct opposite in a lot of a ireas Where they 
will say if they leave half of them out by raising this, we will just vote 
them out and we will be done with it. 

Senator Young. When I was home about 2 weeks avo, I was there 


for only L day : about 8 o’clo k if nieht | found out about a countywide 
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farm bureau being held in the little town of Berlin. I went there and 
thought I could sit in the sidelines unnoticed. I wanted to get the 
reaction of the farmers. I did not speak up until someone had about 
convineed the people there that if they voted dow) quotas the Secre 

tary of Agriculture could still give supports up to 90 pereent of parity. 

After that was straightened out they took a vote and I think the 
were all unanimous in favor of quotas. 

Senator ANDERSON. You vet the facts to them on this matter and 
they will be in favor of quotas. You tell them that you do not have 
to have quotas, that the Secretary has authority to support the price 
anyhow and people naturally are going to want to resist quotas. 

Senator Youne. Mr. Taylor? 

Mr. Taytor. To supplement Secretary Anderson’s remarks on the 
peanut referendum, our State turned down the peanut quotas but stili 
over 50 percent of the peanut growers voted for quotas. There is 
another reason entirely that entered into the picture. Our acreage 
was cut from 183.000 to 143.000 acres. We did not have the history 
behind us to support it. Otherwise the y woul | have sup ported q uotas 
The majority of them did. It takes 66 percent of them to do it. | 
want to put in the record our feeling on this national acreage allotment. 
I am person: illy a ereeab le to vie ld to the judgme nt and experience of 
Senator Anderson - when he says that the Secretary cannot increase the 
national acreage allotment above that set in the law. Ow feeling Was 
that he could. 

Senator Anprerson. I think he can, Mr. Taylor, but he has to find 
there is an emergency eXISting. I «clo not believe that Ezra Benson 
would find an emergency existing if it required more wheat when | 
has that much wheat on hand. 

Mr. Taytor. I agree W ith that. The third thin Y” 1S with regard to 
the farmer’s attitude toward quotas. Our resolutions up to last year, 
and last year just does not cover it—they want and are willing 
support the full provisions in return for a support price, and it 1s so 


stated in our cet many times. The individual farmers have 
that feeling individually, I know. 

Senator Scnorrret. Mr. Taylor, I will say that mv State, wl 
you all know is a heavy wheat proaucing State, there a feel Yt! 


early that if this exemption is going to be too high, a lot of then 
are just not sure that they are going to go in there and penalize then 
selves, That Is the thing | am atraicd of. 1) if is the reason W | 
was asking these questions. It is something that is pretty impor 
for us to consider. 

Mr. Wooutury. That is the real reflection of what the peopl 


Omaha said. They said this is moving in the wrong way; we are tal 
ine the wheat arrange from ourselves and @ ne it tos 

else, They Said it did not AK = e TO |} \ 1 NrOOT 

tens the d Ly that we vo out of business and p somebod 
business. 

Senator Scuorrren. That | rings up what was cd ussed here - 
ator Anderson pointed to it, and Senator Young Namely. 
semination of this information as to what the sit ti hnstant 
fronting us happens to be, with all of its impact if we go o | 
have an abiding conviction. You men here represent this or 


fine organization. You can certainly be of tremendous assist 
the Agriculture Department. I do not think the Department. fi 


~/ - 
re? i 
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what I have seen of it and heard from it in the last several weeks, is 
going to be soft pedaling or minimizing the difficulties we are in. 
lo do that is just sheer folly. 1 do believe that we have to er 
very care fully the exe mpting of too mue h acre age for individu: ils, 
we are ogin gto get in trouble. 

Senator Younc. Mr. Shaw / 

Mr. Suaw. I have one further comment, Mr. Chairman. On this 
burley tobacco situation, I think we had a shining example of what 
happens if you go this route in dealing with surplus commodities. In 
the case of burley, after this minimum gadget has been put in the law, 
we got down to where, if we needed an adjustment of say LO percent 
n burley acreage, you would have to set the adjustment because you 
had so many exemptions you would have to set it at 20 and oo: 
out of the hides of just a few people. It almost comp rlete IY well, 
headed in the direction of just comp letely destroying the burley to 
bacco program and reducin Git to where you woul Int have anybody 
i nthe program that would be producing over a fixed minimum regard 
less of what its history had been. 

Senator YOUNG. You have some rather difficult adjustments to 
make. In South Carolina, I imagine, with those big atomic instal 
lation sites there, a lot of farmers are forced out of production and 
maybe in those counties affected they would have a pretty high level 
acreage of almost any crop under allotments. 

In my State we have the Garrison Dam which takes out 450,000 
acres. If you confine the reduction to just the counties affected they 


Wot | | De )) retty vood sh; ape. But if you have more acreage on a 
Sta a SY pi with in making adjustments I think you can do a 
faire! JOD. 


Mr. Marshall ¢ 

Mr. Marsuautyt. This has not been mentioned. We have not talked 
about It parth ularly vet. Phat 1 1 regard to the heavy Carryovers, 
in building up additional carryover. We have in the corn bins in 
Iowa stocks of corn that are up to ov years old. The larger our Carry 
over Ih any specific commod Cy vets, the older some portion of it tends 
Lo becon 2. We have noticed 1h) Nebraska, especially in our wheat 

rea—I have my own wheat bins and wheat storage facilities—that we 

are hay hg considerable more trouble with insect infestation, weevil 
ind that type, in maintaining the condition of our grain stocks than 
we used to have. 

It seems that there isa eradual trend to the increasing of insect pop- 
ulation in an area where we did not have much trouble with the weevil 
atall. Inthe East it is more humid, and some of the Southern States 
have more trouble. It is spreading into our area. The advent of the 
Food and Drug people in this particular field has deferred action at 
the present, but they did not abandon it, they deferred it. as I under 
stand it. That presents a problem of keeping stocks in condition. 
Wheat has a tend necy to deteriorate pretty fast. e spec li lly if you are 
in an area where you have this weevil infestation. As I sald, it is 
spreading. Heavy carryovers present an additional problem in the 
maintaining of its condition. When it gets to the point where it may 
be condemned | by the Pure Food and Drug and thrown into livestock 
feed, then you vet pressure pul on corn and enon if we follow this 
small minimum acres proposition over here, the increasing of the min 
imum acres over here. vou will have the switch of wheat to the small 
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area and you will have the Te llow out in the West where it S TIskKy, 
planting corn because he has to do something Wil hea ldlitio il acres 
he takes out. 
It throws the production out of veal by tiie arious areas that are 
geographically favorably located for the production of a specific crop. 
Senator Yor NG. | would like to ask hy old friend Frank Woo ley 


a question. It is opening up a new subject. I tice in your state 
ment you think 90 percent supports are largely responsible for the 
surplus situation. Ninety percent supports may to some extent en 


courage greater production, but I do not think it is the entire answer, 
or far from it. IT would like to have you comment on this observation. 


In the spring wheat area we had either acreage control or quotas or 
both from 1938 to 1942. Then we had allotments again in 1950. The 
support level for wheat, for the « rop year ldod, Was oz percent of 
parity. For the crop year 1959 it was 55 percent of parity. In 1940 


it was 57 percent of parity. The amendment to the Agricultural Act 


of 1938 provided Ss) percent supports on wheat for the crop years 1941 
through 1943. We had lower support levels during those years than 
all have now and we had a bad surplus situatior How do vou 
explain it / 

Mr. Woouttry. If your questiol s that | elieve price 1s the only 


factor in production, the answe1 s No. But if vou have a guaranteed 
profitable price for a commod ty, the more profit ible it 1s the more 
you are inviting in additional people to put more resources in, to be in 
competition with the regular producers, \ t you reate more 
production, 

If you don’t concurrently, with that action, increase your markets, 
you are destroying the traditional wheat producer Dy that actio 


Senator Youne. On the other hand, as you know, the drop 
farm prices in the past year, and more violently in the last few mont] 


has already seriously affected our economy. Ford and General Motors 
have cut their truck production 40 percent.  Allis-Chalmers tell me 


their tractor and farm machinery sales are down about 40 percent 
If vou lower f 


arm prices, you sel lousy attect your W hole econon 


because approximately half of our entire population ves 1h lit ie 


towns of 2,500 and less, and on the farms. 


Lf you lower that farm income you lower the purchasing power of 


the consume rs, do you not 4 

Mr. Wooutuey. We are not for lowering income. We are fon 
creasing his real income. 

Senator Yor na. I started something. 

Mr. Woorry. Yes. I think we ought to take a minute on this 
This is the very Crux of what that is all about. We want the 
farmer's real income to be as high as 1t can be. Now, where 


the farmer today? The farmer is caught once again in a squeeze 


whereby the things that he is selling are going down, and the th 
that he is buying are going up. 

Senator You NG. l noticed a report the day before vesterd iv i 
living costs are at an all-time high, and this in spite of the fact fam 
commodity prices are way down. 

rhest per capita 


Mr. Wootuey. Yes. Farmers have the hig 
ment of any industry In the United states. Then per capita 
vestment is over $14,000, while the average of other industries 
only S7.000. You vO oul in Illinois and the per ca 
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out there is $44,000. If the farmer gets caught in his costs all the way 
down the line, if taxes are put in on raw materials at the first step 
n the process, the secon al ste Ps a nd verything that he buys is higher 
and higher, no wonder he is in a bad position. 

But what does this basically come from? That basically stems 
from a lot of very fundament: ally unsound economics. The idea that 
you give this group something and you are going to g ive this group 
something, you are going to give this group something, and they tel 
the farmer “Get yours while the getting is good, take yours, because 
somebody else is getting it,” instead of saying “We are going to stop 
everybody from getting what they shouldn’t get,’ which will have 
the effect of holding down the costs. When you mine ore in the 
Mesabi Range you get a tax put on it. When you start mo\ ing it ove! 
the lakes, there is a tax put on it. When you mine the limestone 

Indiana to marry with the iron ore, you get a tax on it. Where 
lo those taxes all pop up 

The idea that the boys in Pittsburgh and Philadelphia and New 
York are paying the taxes, this is the fraud that is being perpetrated 
on the farmer. ‘The farmer is paying taxes also. He is vetting it in 
the neck because it all pops up nh his costs, You see he doesn’t 
get this net. The money is running through his hands but it doesn’t 
stay there. We don’t believe you ought to invite in additional con 
petitors to farmers by insuring that they can come in and have a 
profitable price. We don’t think you ought to invite in more and more 


way beyond your markets. If you are going to use your capital 


this country 


l telligently. you are not volng to move more c apita 
nto the production of more wheat when you are alre acy drownin 


hn tire supply ot wheat vou 
] 


already have. This is not an intell vent 
ve the problem. The intellio 


‘ 


vWav to so rent way to solve rhe problem 


‘ 

to see that additional « pital cloesn’t move into the ree I 

additional wheat. Use the e ip tal for something else that we want 
senator Yo NG. There are many other things Involves | t] 


Mr W oo.LeEyY. Phat is | DASI¢ lly wi] atis going on. 


Senator Youna. | cannot understand how a fam 


evervbod) else can fix their costs and the farmers are the only on 
iat canhot 

Mi Woon _ Lt you invite mo ind more ec nipetitol th 
farmer, \ y do vou not expect him to eet nto trouble ? 

Senator Youna. The farme ibout the only one now ex 

compet#ril e@ DASIS, 

Mr. Wootitry. Oh, 

Senator Youna. V se / 

Mir. Woon. | rig it all Ch a { 
tory that old, that if a fellow be ig Wb idized, t] fellow 
Heine iosiaized and th felloy 5 id therefore ou shou | vet you 
ibsidy whether it makes any sense o1 That is the very deal tha 

| ! Ol 13 { tne s i@ TH ] ive by neing more ind 1 ( 
facilities nto t | e prod ection ot iol itu il ‘OmMmmModitr and t 
the question is asked “Why is the farmer in trouble?” He is in troubk 
because you brought in more people in ompetition with him, you hay 
saddled him with costs. and all o the premise that what he should d 


Is accept more subsidies. 
This is not sound economics an\ place 
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Senator You NG. You look ul farm price supports «as direct 
-ubsidies ? : - 

Mr. Wootiry. Reasonable price Supports which will help stabilize 
price and production, he ‘Ip ope rate a storage program, and which w 
iron out the wide fluctuations, are in the interest of the farmer. But 


whenever you get any program up to a point where it brings into the 
production of agricultural commodities competitors who have no busi 
hess being in there, and who are not producing for the market but 
are producing for the Government, it is unsound and against the 
interest of the regular farm producers who are on a sound basis. 

Senator Young. I do not agree with you. That is a poor answer 
in my opinion to this whole situation. 

Mr. W ooLLey. We are in a mess by overproduction. 

Senator Young. Will you let the chairman say a word ¢ 

Mr. Woo.ttey. Surely, excuse me. ; 

Senator Youne. In the past % years we imported ap proxum ite sly 2d50 
inillion bushels of feed wheat, oats, rye, and barley from Canada. 
Th: at seriously affected us in North Dakots a. Thecosts to the Canadian 
farmer for production are far less. The rail costs and transportation 
costs are about a third of what ours are. 

Their labor costs are way down. Canada is practically out of debt, 
which permits low taxes. How can we compete with them? As you 
know, the tariff on imports of agricultural commodities is only ap 
proximately half of the tariff or duty on industrial goods. 

Mr. Wootiry. You are not saving that our trade with Canada is 
unsound, are you? west 

Senator Youne. I think it is at the present time. I do not think 
we should take unlimited canuation of oats, barley, and rye from 
Canada. I think it should be limited by quotas. The farmers of our 
country at least ought to know how much we are going to take from 
them next yéar. If we are going to compete with the Canadian farm- 
ers, we are going to be out of business. Obviously they can produce 
feed and wheat much cheaper than we can, for the reasons | stated. 

Mr. Wooutey. That gets into the whole question of the theory of 
restrictions on the one hand versus expansion on the other. I do not 
believe that the competition of the Mississippi labor has lowered the 
standard of living for the people in Llinois, for example. Trade ona 
free basis between the 48 States has added to the strength of the 
United States and not detracted from it. I think likewise that if we 
were to trade with Canada, participate with Canada on a sound basis 
without devices—obviously you cannot pull them all down at one 
time—without those, inste: ad of reducing the real income of the people 
of the North American Continent, including the United States and 
Canada. it would enhance that income; it would increase our real in- 
come here in the United States. 

Senator Youne. Don’t you think there should be a quota or limit? 

Mr. Woottey. I think you have to, within the existing framework 
of things, work them out on an intelligent basis step by step. I cet 
tainly do not think we are going to solve any problems if you move 
in the direction of adding more restrictions. We have got to expand 
our markets. Basically and fundamentally our ergy our cotton 
and ms any of ouragric ‘ultural commodities are de »_pendent, as to whether 
or not they are profit: able or unprofitable, on whether or not we export 
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those commodities. Canada is a good cash purchaser of United States 
commodities. We should keep that relationship. 
We are going to he to orient our policies toward exports 


Senator Youne. We have to lmport many con modities. We yk 


more that l billion dollars wort of cottee each year. We ac ually 
Import more farm commodities than we export. Our export of agnrl 
cultural commedities has suffered far oreater than exports of indus 
t! 1 commod es I vot a letter from a farmer the other day. He 
has three pieces John Dee e equipment. Stamped on each side of 
them “Mace 1 | enada, 
Mr. Woonttey. This country is geared up both agriculturally and 
trially and in the mass production industries to produce more 
efficiently tl our competitors. The question is whether or not we 


not price our commodities in such a way that we can 


senatol \ UNG. One of om big troubles. ot eCourse, is higher wage 
ligher standards of living, higher taxes. We are having more trouble 
vetting our farm commodities to the consuming areas because of the 
tremendous transportation rates. The gentleman from Washineton 
stated that problem well, That is one of our real problems. | do not 
know how we are golng to exist out there in the Northwest unless we do 
more feeding. That is one of the answers to our North Dakota 
farmers. We have this very cheap grain. 

My own boys on oul farm are expanding feeding operations. They 

Id cattle in the St. Paul market last week for 2214 ments, which isn’t 
tor mda price 1D ce manana to the cost ot our feed. 

Mr. Woout.trey. The price of that feed has to be reasonable 
tion to other ce mpetitive feeds 

Senator Youne. | opened up this question, and I would not like to 
close if without each one of youl States presidents commenting, if 


rela 


they \\ ish. 

Mr. Giutespre. I think ne at is causing our trouble in the wheat in 
dustrv—caus va lot of our troubles in comparison with the Canadian 
wheat farmer—is that we sie ave a price-support program in the United 
States that is an incentive progr am for continu: lly expan ling Pp yrodue 
tion, and it is also pricing us out of a lot of market that they don’t 
have in Canada. I think that is one of the reasons why we are in 
this difficulty. Of course, the Canadian wheat farmers are in diffi 
culty too as far as getting enough markets. But they are willing 
to sel] it a lesser price. They do not have a high price-support pro 
gram that is an incentive program and that keeps them expanding 
their production. 

Senator Younc. Senator —e ? 

Senator Munpr. I would like to comment on the analogy between 
the Mississippi laboringman a the Illinois laboringman as a true 

analogy with foreign trade because of the factors confronted by the 
Mi ississippi laboringman on the farm that I presume you are ti alking 
about, the farmer, and the Hliinois farmer and his hired man, whereby 
they all share the same Federal income tax. transportation rates are 
the same, and interest rates are substantially the same. 

When you start applying that same relationshi ip to foreign —_ 
tries, you run into a great many variations which “ips set all the 
culations, I don’t think we ean conclude because trade between aa 
States does not tend to reduce all to the lowest level that it would 
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not tend in the direction ot red cing us to the lowest | vel if we Just 


had free trade with all the nations of the WOrta, hecause the the 


countries that do not have these great carrying costs and fixed charge 
and high standards of living will put their materia to the Americar 
market. 

As this gentleman said. we mav price ourselves out of the market by 
keeping up a respectable level for American fa products, but we 
have also priced the Canadian merchandise 11 l Amel 1 he 
ket and we will bring the foreigy produce of the oO nto the Ay 
ican market if we insist. as I 1 Hix e Sho ha" Ct thie Amer i 
farmer is entitled to the American standard of living the same as t 
American businessman and the American labor | O not see ow 
we are going to operate o1 al eory tl it recognizes, as if does, them 
portation of agricultural pre het that the manutacturel! ha the 
laborer are entitled to the American standard of hy » I Vv get 
American tariff protection, but hen it comes to the Tar r he <u} 
posed to be in con pet tion wit the worla. 

I do not think that will work out. 

Mr. Wooutiry. Let me ask vou if this is vour the that we should 
raise the support prices with respect to either ag Itural o 
trial commodities in the United States with the idea that price r 
flects standard of living by itself. You should raise it more and more 
to get more and more inefficient marginal producers into production 
the United States that can compete les al ad less, ad thereby raise 
your tariff walls and vour restrictions to having commodities comme 
into this country higher and higher. Do vou think that will reflect a 
higher standard of living; that you will have more goods and serv 


ices tO ex ‘hange among yourse lve nthe United States / 


Senator Mt NDT. It is followed by a good rule of reason We have 


historical indices showing that we have done that We have ra sed 
the standard of living by ma taining | ih levels of efficiency. by 
maintaining adequate protect Ol Phat has heen done since colo) i] 


days. 

Mr. Wooutey. By bringing more marginal production in? 

Senator Mt npr. It has not resulted in that because we have become 
the most efticient country im the world Your conclusions do not fol 
low in this country. 

Mr. Woottry. What will we do with our production? What will 
we do with our wheat ? 

Senator Munpr. Where we have a surplus I want to give the Cor 
modity Credit Corporation authoritv to utilize that as procureme 
power abroad to bring into the country material that we do ne¢ l. and 
it is not competitive with the American farmer and the American pro 
dueer. Weare in Sl rplus certain commodities on which we maintain 
a price floor. It is perfectly feasible and perfectly plausible. and 
nothing but the reluctance to try something new prevents our e1 
hat the Indians 


deavoring to do it, to use that asa bartering wampum t 
use, to use it as a procurement power, to go out and buv the tin. tea. 


coffee, rubber, and bananas that we do not raise, bring them ind pay 
for them with things that we have in surplus. Then our surplu 
vone and we have solved the problem instead of woravating it. 

Mr. Woottey. We are very much concerned about finding firm n 
kets for our production. We are convineed that, unles 
to contract our agriculture plant. 


f 
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Senator Munpr. We have learned through lend-lease and throug) 
MSA and UNRRA and point 4 that we can find markets for American 
products long as we give them away. Instead of having the Govern- 
ment give them away, you propose to have the farmer give them away. 
They can get plenty of markets at that price and go broke. If he gives 
away 50 or 60 percent of it, the farmer, in my opinion, is entitled to the 
same kind of break that the industrialists get when they sell their 
material overseas. 

They get the full cost of production plus a profit. Why shouldn't 
the farmer get it? 

Mr. Wootiry. Are you suggesting that we should guarantee a 
profitable price to everybody that wants to be in any business / 

Senator Munpr. I am suggesting we apply the same rule of reason 
to the farmer that we have applied to the price structure generally, and 
to the laboring man by guaranteeing him a minimum wage. 

Mr. Woouttey. Minimum wage and profitable price on an agricul- 
tural commodity are not the same thing. 

Senator Munpr. Pretty much the same thing as far as the recipient 
is concerned. 

Mr. Woottey. No, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Tell me what is wrong. 

Mr. Woo.tiry. We believe that what we want is a minimum wage 
in effect as far as agriculture is concerned. That is not what we 
want asa wage. That is not it at all. That is not what the laboring 
man wants. If you think the laboring man is going to settle for 75 
cents an hour, I am sure that you will agree that that is not what 
he wants to settle for. 

Senator Munpr. No. He has that asa floor, has he not? 

Mr. Wootsey. What is his goal? His goal certainly is not that 
minimum. That is exactly what we want. There is a difference be- 
tween 100 percent of parity. This is our goal. A fair wage is the 
laboring man’s goal. He wants a minimum floor under there. That 
is what we want. 

Senator Munpr. We agree on the minimum floor. Let us talk about 
the goal. What is the difference between the goal that the martime 
industry gets and what the farmer wants? The martime industry 
gets it from its Government, a direct subsidy to build a ship. They 
get a direct subsidy to guarantee that they operate the ship at a profit 
because we say the martime industry is important to the defense. 

I guess that is right, although I am a landlubber from South Da- 
kota. The farmer produces something which I think is just as im- 
portant to national defense when you come to foodstuffs. He is oper- 
ating in an area where you have fixed economy, regulations permeating 
the whole structure. 

Mr. Wootiey. Which ? 

Senator Munpr. The farmer operates in an economy where a great 
many fixed charges are prescribed. Hecannot changethem. Interest 
rates, transportation rates, he has to pay his share of all these other 
subsidies that go to the air industry and the maritime industry. He 
is operating in an area where the floor has been conducive—now we are 
back to wages—has been conducive to moving up from that floor 
because the Americans are ambitious so they get a wage contract. 

Chey get a wage contract in steel. Steel goes up $5 a ton. Who 
pays it? The farmer. Are you suggesting we ignore the farmer 
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and say “You bob around and around on the sea that goes up and 
down.” He has to have the same philosophy behind him. 

Mr. Woottry. Your argument is that, inasmuch as you have to sub 
sidize the merchant marine 

Senator Munpr. I don’t say we haveto. We do. 

Mr. Wootiey. Your argument is that, inasmuch as you subsidize 
the merchant marine on a profitable basis, that it is therefore neces- 
sary for the Federal Government to subsidize every other industry 
on a profitable basis ? ; 

Senator Munpr. Not at all. I said we subsidize the merchant ma 
rine, we give the railroads and the trucks through the ICC a guaran 
teed rate; interest rates are fixed, and. because we have fixed wage 
and-hour contracts, because we have so many fixed elements in the 
economy, you cannot permit the farmer not to have a protection whic] 
is in harmony with that philosophy. 

If itis just the merchant marine, skip it. 

Mr. Woottry. We agree we hay price support Phe questi 
do you want to suspend completely the market system and allocate ? 
If you want to do that ther you have gone completely aw iy f 
economie system and adopted a new system 

Senator My NDT You ree on 7 ce support 

Mr. Woottey. I agree we ought to have reasonable price support 


I was talking to Mr. Shaw | the boys on tobacco. They are strong 
for 99 pe ‘ent on toba CO. Let ! e tell vou: If VO vere tO Say to the 
tobaeco pro lucers that you are vomng to support e price not at 55 
cents 2 pound on tobacco but at 75 cents a po on tohaces 
would he more comparable to 90 cents on wheat that you have now, 
they would be in here with the fur flying, abs posed 
because it W is going to destroy their market for tol nd they 
not sell it in the market. They would be against it 

Senntor Mobonpr. Ag st 0) pel t ppor 

Mr. Woornry. No. I said they would be against unreasonably | 
price supports. 

Senator Munpr. You say the price supports are high. On reas 
able price supports I agree. T think 90 percent is rea ible. Doy 
Aer 1. with that? , 


Mr. Woctury. If you say 90 percent on tol easonable, a1 
that therefore— 

Senator Munpr. I use tobacco, but do not grow it. Tall 
or wheat. I know more about that. 

Mr. Woottry. I want to get a point across to you. If you say 90 
percent support on tobacco is reasonable, therefore 90 percent support 
on wheat is reasol able. It does not fol| Ww. because the WAY yor 
calculate parity and what is in parity, and all of that jungle back 
there, makes those kinds of easy assumptions absolutely false. They 
do not follow. 

Senator Youne. If the farmer could exist without 90 percent sup 
ports, I would v0 along with you. gut I do not think he can under 
our present economic conditions. 

Mr. Woottey. We are not advocating him going along without pi 
supports. We are advocating him going along at such a point © het 
you don’t invite additional facilities in. 

Senator Youna. Mr. Fleming? 
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STATEMENT OF ROGER FLEMING, SECRETARY-TREASURER, 
AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Freminc. I would like to make three points quickly. Number 
one, | am sure Senator Mundt didn’t intend in his discussion to infer 
that a million and a half farmers would themselves decide to decrease 
their income. 

Senator Munpr. I think that is right. 

Mr. I‘Leminc. Therefore you can start with the assumption that it 
is their best judgement that their recommendations increase income 
to thre producers. Any other assumption seems to me strange. 

The second point, and it is reflected in the testimony of Mr. Woolley 
and the State preside nts who are he re, is that farmers have a charac- 
teristic that they mea Lo keep thei irend of a bs rg un. The ‘y have sup- 
ported the act of 1938, 1948, and 1949 on the philosophy that if the 
Government would prot ide a price support they would keep supplies 
in line with demand. 

Now the question comes as to whether or not the farmer is going 
to keep his end of the bargain. That is what the discussion is all 
about with regard to this bill. This is one of the reasons that the 
representatives of our wheat-producing States had the firm se ag 
tion they had with regard to this bill because they don’t want to be 
party to misleading the American people into » thinking that you can 
solve this problem this way by not adjusting, or secondly that they 
are unwilling to keep their end of the bargain. They want to keep 
their end of the bargain, A farmer’s word is mood. Anybody who 
gets them maneuvered into a position where they can not keep their 
word takes on substantial responsibility too, as we proceed to discuss 
the adjustment programs in the years ahead, Those are the two points 
I would like to make because we have gotten to the point, as Mr. Wool- 
ley’s statement reflects here in terms of the supply situation, where 
we are going to demonstrate whether we mean it or not when we say 
we are going to keep sup plies i in line with effective demand. 

That is why it is such a fundamental decision. 

Senator Munpr. I was late. I was in another committee hearing. 
What is your recommendation on the number of acres that this bill 
should contain / 

Mr. Wootiey. Sixty million. This recommendation was formu- 
lated before the full knowledge of the last crop report was available 
to the effect that there was voing to be J21% million more bushels 
produced than had been indicated in a prior crop report. 

Mr. Marsuannu. Senator Young, I have a friend who lives in Illinois. 
He plants clover every year. He told me that he used to always 
plant oats as a cover crop, a nurse crop for clover. But with high 
prices for wheat he did a little experimenting and found he could 
plant wheat in the fall, put his clover in in the spring, and take out a 
crop of wheat at a high price that would buy more oats than he could 
produce, so he went into the wheat production. He is part of the 79.9 
wheat increase in Illinois, which he wasn’t previously. 

Senator Munpr. Is he in the exempt class? 

Mr. Marsuatu, Probably under the new classification he would 
be ‘in the exempt class. 

Mr. Wootiry. Before you came in, Senator Mundt, it came out very 
clearly here that there are definite ly many big wheat producers out in 
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your country, in Kansas and the rest of the Great Plains area that are 


concerned about this from the standpoint of the amount of produ tion 


it lets out from under, and tl ey are Saying i we are going to vote 
quotas on ourselves, we might as well throw the whole thing over a 
not vote quotas in this area. 

This is not a completely unfounded point of view from then 
standpoint. 

Senator Munpr. I t] vk ve vo { agree, ho er, l i we are 
going to have a referendum on this that it is very important that the 
farmer vote these quotas, that we do not fo down to 00 percent ot 


parity. 
Mr. W oo.LLey. Not at the expense, however, of excluding from 
voting such a high percentage of your farmers and such a sizable 


percentage of the production exempting them fr quotas that you 
have created more problems than you have solved by what you have 
done. , 

Mr. Ginttespre. After all. isn’t that their decision to make? And 
shouldn’t all farmers interested in really producing wheat have an 
opportunity to vote‘ 

Mr. Wooutry. Twenty-five acres of wheat pretty substantial. 

Senator Munpr. Where do you think the limit should be drawn ¢ 
You wouldn’t want every farmer to vote, one with a couple of acres 


of wheat, for example. 

Mr. Giuuespeiz. We might very well take a look to see whether that 
is too high or not under present conditions and under the things 
that it may do. 

Senator Munpv. Suppose vou got it so small that the little fe 
would say “It doesn’t make any difference to me. I am going to vote 
against this.” Then what ? 

Mr. Giutespiz. We have to be realistic and face up to the propos 


tion. If we are going to restrict ow product )] d ask for o 
price supports, we have to do it. In order to have h ih price supports, 
we are going to have to restrict our productio) We are going to 


have to hold it in line with market demands. 
Senator Munpr. What we are concerned about, what I am con 


cerned about, and I think you are, too, I think it would be very 


serious to the economy of the country if the wheat. farmer were 
to get 50 percent of parity for his wheat crop. Would you agree to 
that ? 

Mr. Gitiespie. Yes: certainly. 

Senator Mt npr. What we are concerned about. is not getting Ina 
position where the little fellows would vote the big fellows vetting 
D0 percent of parity. You fellows are closer to the farmers than we 
are. It is on that that we need guidance. If we make a bad guess 
we can wreck the economy of the wheat farmer. It is bad for the 
country, the farm bureaus, and everybody. 

Mr. Marsuauti. What sentiment I have sampled, I have done fairl 
I have presented the picture and have not given a distorted one that 
the Secretary could give on supports and so forth. I gave it very 
clearly, if marketing quotas were rejected, what would hapen to vour 
price supports and so forth. I have had the reaction since the time 
that the bill was in the House, so we knew this proposal was up to 
increase the acres below which the minimum was not iffe: t¢ 
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big producers have the definite reaction that if we are going to leave 
that many out we may as well all stay out and vote against it. I have 
had that reaction in the country. 

I am afraid it will act in the opposite direction than the one we had 
hoy ed to get by getting the wheat producer, strl tly wheat producer, 
to say that this other fellow is going to be out from under, he has a 


chance to diversify, a d so on, if that is voing to he the case we will 


vote him In. 


Senator Younc. That is a point worth considering. 
Senator Munpr. A very interesting observation. We are concerned 
about the percent of parity. It will precipitate a depression in th 


Farm Belt that will go through ow whole economy. 
Mr. Suaw. I would like to ask a question and this for the cor 


deration of this committee Don’t wheat producers need to take 
serious look at their method of calculati g parity, In view of the fact 
that we have made such tremendous strides technologically? Wheat 
has pulled itself away from the other commoditie on the related 


DASIS, (ne ot our statisticians had a rundow n some time ago from 


aoy n our State showing what the average commodity produce! 
( rned. 
The tol Oo man earns about § an hour. The cotton man about 
sl-some cents a nour. Che dairvman a little less than a dollar ar 
| ille him to wo 7 dla i. week and 24 hours da 
so he gets & lot ort overtime, Phat IS not meant to ve sarcastic. B 
the w torower, according to our folks, makes out $4 an hour « 
l e pas 
la { f ane 1) | 9) ot iting it as fact la 
} est tol committe it they 1 rht suggest to tl 
- it t and f it unrelate 
mi Of rest of th ommodities we deal wit 
5 } [ n v th ibout two-thir of the farme1 
l Vo wi 1 ratner baad way nhnalh ally. ! Lo t 1 K 
> e mn oly id lx we ( at 


li » | been fort e i] la LO ul nh pre ( 

4 1] 
pre YToOOod C1 Hit } ttul whethel Oo ve tha 
favorab } »} e Tl re 

| ivree | we ie i take a ne lool tthe ent @ parity orm 

i \re t 1'¢ inv oft l ( or state ent 

| , { , } 5 

Det pl u tO ( ( people here t morning Lo 

t¢ } ptul t} , ? tte } : 
testimony Det very heip the comm er ih K ve 


much. That conciudes the hearing 


(Where won, at 12: 18 p. m.. Che committee meeting was conciu ed. 


STATEMENT |] Y THE HONe VW M LANGER, UNI Ss ES SENATOR 
Ire STA # NORTH DAKOTA 

I am filing this statement with )our committee for incorporation in the hearings 

Just conducted on 8. 2009, introduced by Senators Aiken, Andrew Schoeppel, and 


Milton R. Young which would exempt farms of 25 acres or less from wheat 
marketing quotas in lieu of the present limitation of 15 acres, and would exemp 
farms normally producing less than 400 bushels of wheat from quotas, com 
pared to the present limit of 200 bushels. 
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I am strongly in favor of this bill, although TI ar nelined to feel that th 
minimum national acreage allotment for the 1954 crop year should be not less 
than 66 million, rather than 62 million as provided f in S. 2099. Representing 


a farm State as I do, I am expressly interested in seeing that this measure is 
ipproved and enacted. 


(Letter filed by the Honorable Lester C. Hunr:) 
WYOMING Farm B \U FEDERATION, 


Hon. LESTER (|, HUNT, 
United States Senator, 





Senate Office Building, Washii [ D.¢ 

DEAR SENATOR Hunt: Farm bureau members in W x have been watching 
vith keen interest the progress on H. R i d } r Mundt re ition 
o increase the carryover of wheat and co1 

Recently a wheat meeting is hu | \me n Far B 
reau Federation to examine these developments WV g | fo re 
sentatives present, including Reuben V. Ande \ 
Farm Bureau Federation. Other principal wheat-g S 
were equally represented 

rhis group was unanimously opposed to the Mum J t Re No. 79 
Other recommendations include ( ajor cl el H. R 
451 Ches¢ hanes ill be ! 1 I \ I } 
Bureau Federation We urge your s ort of f ‘ liad 
flexible Support prices been ct he | [ vea : rde1 
some irpluse would ha ken care ¢ the s \ ge percentage 
of the increase in wheat acreage has come f rea { Nl 
In other words, hich suj rts have ( t $ 
nonwheat areas. Farm bureau has proposed a so l f l sposing a 
portion of our surpluses through the M 

These, among other sound posa lvocated e A i I B 
reau Federation, have the unqualified support f 
Wyoming and certainly warrant your support. We W ‘ ap 
perciate your efforts in continuing to battle f i prog 


Sincerely, 


x 





